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PREFACE 


History is both a drama and a process of evolution. It is the 
former which gives vitality to the latter; it is the latter which 
enables us to comprehend the struggle of man with his environ¬ 
ment—a struggle which has brought as our present society. 

How much of this struggle in the majdng of contemporary 
Europe should be pressed into a single volume is a problem that 
can find no single solution. The relative importance of this factor 
or that is a subject on which there can be no general agreement. 
It is inevitable that some phases should have to be slighted in this 
volume, and I have felt it necessary, wisely or otherwise, to give 
relatively little attention to arts and letters, the progress of science, 
the conduct of wars, and the place of tastes, habits, and religion 
in modern life, not because they are not all to be considered his¬ 
tory, but because the inevitable demands of space required the 
unhappy task of compression. It has been my purpose also to 
deal with England more as an integral part of Europe than as a 
country which passed through various internal vicissitudes—a 
study more pertinent, it seemed to me, to a course on English 
history. It is, in general, my assumption that if the thread of 
development is clear, the teacher may diverge at any point and 
utilize some of the supplementary references; and as this book is 
intended primarily for the underclassman, I decided, after some 
hesitation, to confine them to works in English. Contrary to the 
usual practice, I have not begun at any arbitrary date. The story 
of the making of Modem Europe seemed to me to require an ex¬ 
cursion far back into the Middle Ages, but as an elaborate descrip¬ 
tion of the setting was hardly practicable, the introduction as¬ 
sumes that the student has taken a course in medieval history. 

I have divided the field into “eras,” here again finding it impossible 
to settle on any specific dates; but a perusal of the subject matter 
will easily show approximately the block of history covered in 
each case. My main task has been to show how institutions 
evolved, then changed, and sometimes passed—all under the im¬ 
pact of man and time. Such procedure often required a critical 
attitude, else it might fail to be clear why man has not retained 
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his heritage in full. But the history of Europe is a drama without 
a finale. We must needs break off while humanity is still in the 
process of struggle—it knows not whither. 

To my friends, Messrs. E. R. Adair, F. L. Nussbaum, and 
M. R. Gutsch, all of whom read portions of the manuscript in the 
highly critical spirit that I desired, I owe an immense debt of 
gratitude. Messrs. W. T. Morgan, Franklin E. Palm, Calvin B. 
Hoover, J. W. Swain, and Louis Gottschalk graciously supplied 
me with information on matters in whi(h they were specialists; 
Mr. Frank Burr Marsh and Mr. Clarence Perkins gave me freely 
of their time in discussing certain aspects of medieval history; and 
some suggestions of Mr. R. E. Turner proved very useful. In 
Mr. Hoover's admirable book, Germany Enters the Third Reich t I 
found the clearest guide to the study of conditions which formed 
the complicated background of Hitler's advent to power. To my 
wife I am deeply grateful for help in verifying the index, and to 
Messrs. Frederick T. Sutphen and A. V. V. Raymond of The 
Macmillan Company for that genuine spirit of co-operation which 
always means so much to an author. It is my hope that the course 
of modern European history has been correctly presented, and that 
my efforts at interpretation will not too often run counter to the 
teacher's own judgment. 

T. W. R. 

Austin, Texas 
April, 1935 
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I. THE COMING OF THE MODERN AGE 

1. THE EMERGENCE OF THE INDIVIDUAL 

The individual in history; The individual in the early Middle Ages; Rdle 
of the Church; The preliminary renaissance; The Renaissance: its meaning 
and origins, its fruits; The Reformation: its causes, its beginnings and prog¬ 
ress, its scope, explanation of its success, its 'ruits. 

2. THE EMERGENCE OF THE iVIIDDLE CLASS 

Meaning of the middle class; Rise of the towns; Coming of a money econ¬ 
omy; Rise of capitalism; The expansion of trade; Growing political im¬ 
portance of the middle class, Influence of the explorations. 

3. THE EMERGENCE OF THE MODERN STATE 

A. Internal Aspects 

The feudal state as the antecedent of the modern state; The germ of the 
modern state; Evolution of the modern state* political aspects, economic 
aspects; Influence of the Renaissance; Influence of the Reformation. 

B. External Aspects—The Fabric of Europe 

The Roman ideal of universal empire; The Church as an exponent of the 
imperial idea; The Holy Roman Empire as an exponent of the imperial 
idea; Basic weakness of the two; Causes of the collapse of the imperial idea; 
The “national” state; Influence of the Renaissance; Influence of the 
Reformation; The Catholic Reaction: origins, instruments; The Wars of 
Religion; A new fabric of Europe. 


The term, “modern,” is so relative that even an approximate 
date for the beginning of the Modern Age is very misleading. The 
shading of the Middle Ages into the Modern Age was a long and 
gradual process. As an historian has well expressed it, “The trend 
of recent historical research leads one to doubt the very conception 
of any very definite medieval period. The evolution of modem 
European society has been continuous.” The purpose of this 
introduction is therefore to show the development of certain forces, 
which, battling with what has come to be thought of as essentially 
“medieval,” produced by the seventeenth century a mental out¬ 
look very different from that of the age when, let us say, the papacy 
and feudalism were at their height. We are, in other words, con¬ 
cerned with a period of transition. First of all, however, it may be 
well to consider for a moment the geographical setting. 

1 
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To classify Europe as a separate continent is from the strictly 
geographical standpoint somewhat arbitrary. Though the Mediter¬ 
ranean Sea detaches it definitely from Africa, and though the 
Black and Caspian Seas and the Caucasus Mountains partially 
separate it from Asia, the Ural Mountains form only an approx¬ 
imate boundary to the east, and it was the gap to the south of these 
mountains, the low, marshy waste that intervenes between the 
Urals and the Caspian Sea, that let in the hordes from Asia; and, 
furthermore, the country to the east of the Urals is in no way 
dissimilar to that on the west . 1 There is some point, therefore, in 
saying that Europe is just an appendage of Asia. Even in the 
matter of human geography the accepted boundaries of Europe 
may be challenged; for the peoples of the Barbary Coast, to the 
north of the Sahara Desert, are of the same racial stock as the 
peoples of southern Europe, while the Turks, on the other hand, 
seem rather to belong to Asia than to Europe. Our demarcation of 
Europe is even from the standpoint of history comparatively 
recent, if we take into consideration the whole period of civilized 
man. Civilization for many centuries had its principal center in 
the Mediterranean basin, and not only Italy and Greece but 
Egypt and Asia Minor belonged at certain periods to that same 
miniature world which drew so much of its life from the great 
interior sea. Similarly, there has always been the tame level of 
culture on both sides of the Urals, and if we look at the continent 
of Europe as a map of civilization, we might imagine a gradual 
slope from the Oder and the upper Danube to the Volga, and 
from there on a dead level. Yet the steady cultural decline of 
the eastern shores of the Mediterranean, the subjection of northern 
Africa to Islam, and the eventual incursion of Russia into the 
European family provide us with something of a justification for 
definitely marking off a separate continent—'the accepted boundary 
being purely one of convenience. 

But dose attachment to Asia and proximity at one point to 
Africa has had an impressive effect on Europe’s past, The Arabs 


1 Dr. H. 3. Fleure, the British geographer, points out that climatically the Pripet 
Mawbee tom a natural dlviding line. ^op* to the weat of thwe marthe* seldom 
■sSmw •UM'iv* hart ami ita winter* am rawly wnram; whfle "the Bwedan plain 

« the Pripet Marahea is, on the other hand, eahject to 1 t « tm «e whtoh 

f aqututt’a efficient?? ia both summer and winter i am left** fent tdrt 

i»Mi# w&mmt mamm 

of the Rueatene to alternating period* of errtremelasaitaule and m alrsoat feroefoue 
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pasted into Spain, the Turks crossed the Dardanelles and entered 
the Balkan Peninsula, and, earlier than these incursions, countless 
Asiatic tribes had swept clear across the Russian steppes, some to 
settle permanently in Europe, others merely to plunder and return 
to Mother Asia. It was only after Europe became fairly wed 
peopled and states began to be formed that such inundations 
ceased. Europe, becoming civilized, began to defend herself. 
Indeed the Arabs, after apparently earning tsb.e right to remain in 
Spain, were finally thrown out, and in our own day the Turks have 
been all but extruded from their choice spot on the Bosphorus. It 
is not our purpose to trace the mysterious origins of Europe’s 
peoples—a task that would take us back to a period anterior to 
these migrations. Their, differences in language and physiognomy 
are a fact, but the causes we shall leave to the ethnologists to 
settle. It may perhaps be fitting, however, to mention some at least 
of the reasons why a continent, so much smaller than its neigh¬ 
bors, has far and away surpassed them in cultural attainments. 

In its land surface, in the character of its soil, and in its climate 
Europe has much the advantage over both Asia and Africa. There 
are no great stretches of desert, no impassable mountain ranges 
(as in Asia), and, west of the Pripet Marshes, there are few regions 
to be found where either cold or heat is intense. It is remarkably 
homogeneous in its geographical character. In no other continent 
does so large an area receive sufficient rainfall at every season of 
the year. It has also abundant storms, which produce those changes 
of temperature that make for human vigor. It is fortunate, too, 
that so large an expanse of itself is bathed by the warm currents of 
the Gulf Stream, and the gentle, moderating effects of the west 
winds are felt as far to the east as Lake Ladoga. In the produc¬ 
tivity of its soil and its supply of mineral deposits it iB likewise 
unusually favored; and its long and broken sea-front make it 
easy for at least half the continent to reach Hie outride world. 
Culturally Russia has lagged behind the rest of Europe, for there 
the monotonous immensity of her seemingly boundless plains 
tended to produce a fairly uniform type of person, who also, as the 
result Of historical circumstances, lived his life for the most part 
iloof from the rest of Europe. But Russia is at best a mere blending 
of Europe and Aria; the cultural-center of the continent lies further 
mat. In the words of Hie American geographer, Huntington, 
“The energetic area of western and central Europe bee been the 
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great center of civilization for a thousand years. From it has gone 
forth more new ideas than from all the rest of the world combined. 
Its manufactures have flooded all parts of the earth. Politically it 
dominates about sixty per cent of the earth’s surface. Socially its 
domination is still greater. . . . Wherever one turns, one feels the 
tentacles of the great European center of civilization reaching out 
and vivifying the life of the whole world.” It is our task to see how 
the people of Europe, building on the heritage of an earlier period, 
the Middle Ages, shaped the Modem Europe of today. 

Europe of the seventeenth century was a Europe bringing order 
out of chaos, a Europe that was coming to fix more clearly its 
standards, and a Europe that was founding its offshoots across 
the seas. But first we must trace the emergence of those three 
predominant factors that contributed the human power behind 
our present civilization. 

The Emergence op the Individual 

The Perhaps there is nothing on which the march of civilization so 

fa cto r y much depends as upon the position of the individual. It was the 
individualism of the Greeks that gave their civilization its free 
play and varied flavor, and it was the individualism of the more 
practical and disciplined Romans that enabled them to found a 
great empire and adapt to their own uses the culture of the Greeks. 
While it is true that excess of freedom may come to require some 
restraint for the benefit of society as a whole, it is generally the 
emergence of the individual from the mass that makes possible the 
cutting of new roads of progress. In a sense all history is the 
fitting of countless human beings into a mold that insures a certain 
continuity and stability in human affairs and at the same time 
enables the individual to express his personality within its range. 
The Yet that mold of which we speak was in the early Middle Ages 

oukearii/ 80 tomsb and narrow a texture that the individual was all hit 

Middle Aget completely lost to view. If he were a peasant, he held a fixed posi¬ 
tion in the medieval land system; if he were a craftsman, he was 
under the rigid tutelage of his gild; if he essayed to think, he was 
under the all-embracing authority of the Church, which regulated 
hi every particular his moral, religious, and intellectual life. It was 
not, however, that such bondage was intended to make slaves of 
human beings but rate that an age which was struggling to keep 
its scraps of civilization required a corporate life to , enable .it , to 
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subsist. The peasant must have protection while he fed himself and 
his family and the lord who defended him; the craftsman needed 
the protective weight of the gild to defend him against the dis¬ 
honest worker within the gates and the marauder on the threshold; 
and the individual Christian, if he had any hopes of Heaven, must 
look to the all-knowing, ever-vigilant authority of the Church to 
defend him against the Devil or the sower of false beliefs. Indeed 
it was the Church which had saved what wad left from the wreck 
of civilization and had given a crude society a consciousness of 
unity for a single lofty purpose. None the less, speaking generally, 
the individual was merged in that huge, ungainly mass which was 
medieval society in the Dark Ages. Those few more dominating 
personalities who were able through their position to make their 
voices heard in human affairs seemed to utilize their faculties to 
confirm existing tradition and to fortify an order of which they 
were themselves the servants as well as the champions. The 
dominant note in the Middle Ages was obedience to authority, 
tdeally—and for a long-time actually—the individual was but a 
paHTand a very obscure part of a whole. He was but a cog in an 
enthralling and intricate machine^ 

With the ever-present need of tempering violence or defending 
oneself against it, this static civilization seemed, in a sense, a refuge 
from a world threatened with anarchy. Much of the scientific 
knowledge which the Ancients had contributed had been lost, and 
the spirit of learning had seemed to depart with it. Turning in 
disgust from a decadent society amid the glory that once was 
Rome, the early Christians had looked heavenward and sought 
in religion a means of living in the hope of a better world. 
Thus gradually the Christian Church, which represented the only 
stable force in a decaying social order, came to be the rallying- 
point for all the ignorant masses and the torch which alone could 
light the way of knowledge. And this knowledge, as was natural, 
was subordinated to religion, while religion was the key to eternal 
life. Bom in sin (through the effects of Adam’s fall), and sinful 
again on his own account, it was only through the ministrations 
of the phurch (so men were taught) that the'individual could be 
purified and prepared to attain salvation. In the conception 
of the Church this temporal life was only the via dolorosa, the 
painful way to the hereaffcer~-that world beyond which alone 
Was worthy of contemplation. So exclusive and absorbing, indeed, 


The rdle of 
the Church 



6 


A SHORT HISTORY OF MODERN EUROPE 


was this attitude of mind that there was no room for observation or 
experience. The universe and all its mysteries were explainable by 
Holy Writ . 1 The marvels of nature were of less consequence than 
the miracles which saints were supposed to perform. Nothing, in 
fact, in this temporal life mattered. It was in such a spirit that 
monasticism was founded, and it was that same spirit that sent 
men into the wilderness to flee from the temptations of this world 
and fit themselves to win eternal bliss by stifling every bodily 
impulse while they contemplated the Divine When St. Augustine, 
greatest of the Church fathers, specified what things should be 
studied, whether history, or rhetoric, or logic, or the animals, 
plants, minerals, and places mentioned in the Bible, it was that 
Scripture might be better comprehended, and not for any better 
understanding of these subjects. Thus Scripture, together with its 
interpretation by the Church fathers, soon to become a body of 
doctrine, was alone worthy of the attention of the learned, while 
for the common man faith or respect for his superiors sufficed. It 
was no wonder that the age believed in miracles. It was only less 
strange that Churchmen did. Since Scripture itself abounds in the 
supernatural and since even people as worldly as the Greeks had 
had their mysteries, one can well understand the existing concept 
of a miracle-working Deity. “That the great facts of the Christian 
creed were beyond the proof or disproof of reason was a principle 
definitely accepted by the Fathers. p It was likewise assumed that 
morality was the handmaid of religion. No holiness was possible 
outside the bonds of the Church. Conscience and intellect were 
equally in harness. 

Thus if we go back to the earlier Middle Ages (a strict division 
of time is almost impossible), we find that only the clergy (with a 
few negligible exceptions) were really educated, and knowledge was 
cultivated and utilized only to expound certain precepts all of 
which had the prime aim of gaining for man salvation. Deriving the 
little knowledge it had from the storehouse of the past and con¬ 
verting it to one end, the Church held the human mentality in a 
straightjacket, while it decried the appeal of the flesh as the 
promptings of the Evil One. The fact that it was inevitable and 
perhaps necessary that authority should have been unquestioned 

* The** wars some rather insignificant mathematic*! treatise* during the Pith 
Ages and a rudimentary encyclopedia, full Of fancies as well as facts, hut showing 
a little trace of Greek influences. 
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must not blind us to the fact that it was so. Only within a certain 
narrow radius was there room for speculation and it did not pene¬ 
trate to fundamentals. When scholasticism developed in course of 
time with its purpose of proving the verity of certain traditions by 
means of logic—the method which the discovery of certain works 
of the Greek philosopher, Aristotle, had rendered popular—we 
reach the greatest achievement of the medieval intellect. There 
was no thought of searching out new truths. It was “rather the 
contemplation of a truth, static, fixed, complete, and perfect for 
all eternity.” But if the affairs of God and man were as simple as 
then imagined, human society might have looked through a peep¬ 
hole indefinitely. 

But mankind cannot fortify itself against all change, for there is 
always the unexpected in human affairs. When the Arabs, more 
advanced in the realm of knowledge than Europeans, established 
an empire in Spain in the eighth century, it was almost inevitable 
that eventually the results of their researches would find their way 
to the minds of Christian Europe. Again, when the Crusades, so 
typically medieval in their blending of the barbaric with missionary 
zeal, brought men to countries they had never seen before and 
civilizations they had never known (Saracen or Byzantine), the 
broadening influence of such contacts was bound to bring results. 
Further it must be realized that towns had sprung up within the 
shell of feudalism, and that, gradually outgrowing the confines of 
the local market and profiting in some cases by trade with the 
East, they became the logical exponents of a new and more mun¬ 
dane outlook on life. In truth the Italian towns had never wholly 
ceased to possess a certain individuality, and we have record of 
certain of their schools taught by laymen as early as the seventh 
century. When a university was established at Bologna toward the 
end of the eleventh century, it became the greatest center for that 
purely secular study, Roman law. It was the Arabic influence in 
Spain, the Crusades, the revival of trade, and the founding of 
universities—phenomena which made themselves decisively felt 
in the twelfth century—that paved the way for what we may call 
the twelfth and thirteenth century renaissance. Already the static 
medieval world was beginning to throb with a new life. 

Though it is obvious that the economic order was becoming The 
slightly less compressing to the individual (the peasants, for 
example, were beginning to be emancipated from serfdom), it was 
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the blows dealt the moral and intellectual authority of the Church 
that most claim our present attention to this formative epoch. 
The individual seemed to be tugging at his fetters and beginning to 
look at the world about him. Something of the new spirit was 
manifested by the Troubadours, those singers of southern France 
in the twelfth century, who found such exquisite joy in earthly 
things; and we may also recall in the same period that half-roman- 
tic, half-practical figure, Frederick II, who accepted the holy call 
of the Crusades, yet stooped to negotiate a profitable peace with 
the Infidel—surely a precursor of Francis I, the future ally of the 
Sultan. The individual was pitting his strength against the medie¬ 
val conscience, and sometimes—at least for a time—he might 
succeed. After all, the world was broadening. When an Arab w^as 
commissioned by a prince of Sicily to set forth in a book the existing 
knowledge of geography, we may be sure that in the twelfth century 
the Church had ceased to be the sole fount of learning; and if the 
Church did use Aristotle to fortify Christian doctrine, other writ¬ 
ings of the same philosopher, become better known through Arabic 
influence, led many to wonder if after all the works of ancient 
writers might not hold some hidden truths about this world which 
they inhabited. It was probably due to the Arabs that the mariner's 
compass and gunpowder, as well as paper, (all of Asiatic ori¬ 
gin) came to be known in the twelfth century; while the mak¬ 
ing of mechanical clocks—at least as early as the thirteenth— 
showed some technological advance, besides beginning to give the 
world a more general and more accurate sense of time. Even 
spectacles made their appearance before the end of the thirteenth 
century—a marvelous boon to the aging scholar of some genera¬ 
tions later. More and more, indeed, was the human mind stretch¬ 
ing out to the unknown. How much might it not discover? The 
passionate desire of the monk, Abelard, in the twelfth century, 
to understand in order to believe showed a spirit of unwilling¬ 
ness to leave all mysteries to the realm of the supernatural. Still 
more of a departure was the position of Roger Bacon, probably 
the greatest intellect of the century following. Though he held the 
conventional view that knowledge should serve the ends of theology 
alone, he boldly proclaimed the importance of learning things by 
observation instead of merely evolving theories from philosophical 
deductions. And for Bacon, as well as others, experimentation 
seemed the prime key to invention. Faintly, then, we see the in- 
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dividual mind asserting itself. Even while the Church's ascend¬ 
ancy in religion was practically unchallenged, its intellectual emi¬ 
nence was being shaken. The bases of knowledge were being 
scrutinized; learning was already beginning to take on a secular 
tinge; and in Italy, where relics of the past could not fail to serve 
as something of an inspiration, the Latin writers, Cicero and Virgil, 
were beginning to be praised for their own worth and men were 
turning back to an age whence more and more knowledge could be 
derived. It was indeed the love of the classics that ushered in the 
period of the Renaissance 

The Renaissance was primarily a levival of learning for its own The Remit - 
sake or for what men might derive + herefrom, and it began with a 8 ^ningand 
rediscovery of the classics. In its broader aspects, however, the ori Q in * 
movement signified a gradual evolution through which society 
passed in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, causing men to 
weaken and (in some cases) to burst the fetters with which medie¬ 
valism with its exalted uniformity had hedged them in, and thus 
releasing to a great extent the individual mind. Its fundamental 
spirit was that of inquiry. It emphasized the fact (already per¬ 
ceived in the twelfth century) that civilization was not static but a 
moving panorama which opened up an infinite fund of possibilities, 

It partly caused, partly comprised the discovery of a new world, 
the cultivation of learning for its own intrinsic value, the founding 
of new sciences, the flowering of a more expressive art, and an 
essentially critical spirit, even to the turning of a searchlight on 
religion. It was essentially a layman's movement, though it came 
to involve even the Church in its all-pervasive influence. Though 
historically the movement may be said to have begun with an 
assiduous search for the writings of the ancient world (a door which 
the Italian scholar, Petrarch, had been first to open); yet, as there 
are no sharp turns in history, one may readily infer that the seeds 
of the so-called Renaissance had been sown during that earlier 
period of awakening we have discussed. 

What is known as humanism (the study of the litterse humaniores 
or classics) had its birth in Italy, for it was there that inspiration 
Could be gleaned from the stately relics of thepast and it was there 
also that urban life had come to demand a greater luxury of self- 
expression. On the side of the ancient languages humanism re¬ 
quired a studied accuracy; on the side of content it meant the 
pursuit of a wider knowledge and deeper appreciation of the 
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olassics and hence an eager desire to know Greek-first taught in 
Italy toward the end of the fourteenth century. We shall not take 
time to renew our acquaintance with the writers who first embodied 
the new spirit or remind ourselves of the artists who constituted 
the glory of fifteenth century Italy. It may be well, however, to 
realize that the wealth of her petty despots had much to do with 
the promotion of this art, giving talent all the greater oppor¬ 
tunity for expression. While the architects of the great cathe¬ 
drals which were the crowning glory of the Middle Ages had 
so effaced themselves in the corporate life to which they belonged 
that even their names are unknown to us, the painters and sculptors 
of the Renaissance belonged rather to the period when personal 
ambition as well as the lure of the infinite had come to inspire 
genius. It is true that the artist’s talent was generally displayed 
in sacred themes; yet Raphael painted the portrait of a pope and 
Cellini carved the figure of a pagan god. In any case the spirit was 
released from the spell of Heaven and soared above the leveling 
habits of medievalism. 

lu fruit* In no field of endeavor was the new freedom of the individual 

more plainly shown than in that of science. In no other field were 
the preconceptions of the Middle Ages so rudely shattered. The 
sciences of physics, chemistry, anatomy, zoology, and botany 
came definitely into being—foundations laid for future centuries 
of research. Medicine had already come to attain the importance 
of a science (much in the first place having been learned from the 
Arabs), and surgery soon took its place beside it, operations being 
performed on certain parts of the body with alcoholics to deaden 
the pain. Servetue, the Spaniard, whom Calvin later put to death, 
discovered the circulation of the blood through the lungs, though 
it Was not till the seventeenth century that Harvey learned the 
whole functioning of the heart in this connection. Nor should one 
forget historical criticism with its pioneer, Lorenzo Valla, who 
showed that certain documents on which the Church had laid great 
store were clumsy forgeries. Here the critical spirit of the Renais¬ 
sance was interestingly exemplified. It was when science directly 
countered its cherished beliefs that the Church was liable to show 
a stubborn resistance, and it was perhaps the field of astronomy 
that by reason of its fascination for the medievalists held always 
the chief perils to the investigator. When the Polish scholar, 
Copernicus, found convincing proof to the view that the sun, not 
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the earth, was the center of the universe, the matte 1 of giving it 
publicity required the utmost caution , 1 and when his follower, in 
the seventeenth century, Galileo, confirmed his position, he was 
brought to bar by the Church and forced, under threat of torture, 
to retract his views. Yet even the Church did not discourage the 
actual fact of investigation. It was clearly impossible to turn the 
hands of the clock backward, now that time and man had opened 
new doors of knowledge. The art of navigation, revolutionised by 
the mariner’s compass and other inventions, led to longer and 
longer voyages, which, culminating in the circumnavigation of the 
globe, confirmed existing belief that the earth was not flat but 
round. But more important, perhaps, than all other forces for 
change was the invention of printing. This great achievement 
of German artisans led at once to the multiplication of books and, 
in consequence, to a far greater spread of human knowledge. 
Through its capacity for the spread of ideas it made the Reforma¬ 
tion possible. 

Yet one cannot but feel some misgivings for the price which the 
individual sometimes paid to view the world in his own way. In 
its emphasis on other-worldliness the Church had tried to make 
society humble and not self-seeking. The very fact of its patronage 
of the gilds with their stern morality, its denunciation of usury as 
implying extortion, and its plea for a “just price,” showed a 
fatherly care for its flock that denoted to a certain extent the 
existence of a species of social control. The medieval monk had 
been an agent of homely instruction as well as material relief. 
Poverty, indeed, was not an evil in the conception of the Church, 
and charity, as a means, not of removing it, but of expressing a 
spirit of love, was probably more genuine and effective in the 
Middle Ages than was the case after the Church's influence waned. 
The spirit of the Renaissance, with its stress on the temporal life, 
brought self-interest more to the foreground than that common 
love of humanity which the Church had long expressed; and even 
the Church itself had had to view the amassing of wealth as a 
natural phenomenon. When the individual, profiting by the spirit 
of a changing world, sought to accumulate “treasures on earth” 
(mm than ever after the great explorations of the fifteenth oen- 

‘ It thould be noted that the Lutherans were,** mmrmm enraged than the 
Catholic Ohureh by tide discovery, though they j yj p rf y.- .quhe powerleee in 
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tury), expecting as his right the fullest profit from his enterprise, 
Christian morality seemed to be forced to adopt less rigid stand¬ 
ards . 1 The banker could not feel that the taking of interest was 
a sin, or the merchant, that the price which he could obtain was 
reprehensible. Thus the restless spirit of the age broke through 
the regulations which the Church had lovingly devised for the pro¬ 
tection of society. 

In the changing world of the Renaissance the cloister and the 
hermitage had largely lost their appeal. Life was too rich now to 
be despised as a condition of irksome waiting. Indeed it was upon 
the monks and nuns, whose life seemed so useless in many eyes, 
that the new critics of society trained their first guns. By the pen 
of Rabelais, the jovial fabulist, who made the French court rock 
with laughter, and by that of the Dutchman, Erasmus, the great¬ 
est scholar of his day, the monks were equally held up to ridicule. 
The temporal life, while still a stepping-stone to Heaven, had come 
to be a place where men should mingle freely with one another and 
find much that was worthy of inspection and delight. Sinful 
though he might be, man was interesting—even in the eyes of 
Montaigne, the cheerful skeptic of the Renaissance in France, who 
delighted in showing up his limitations. In Italy, indeed, the love 
of ancient models and the lessening of the old respect for things 
invisible had led to a riot of paganism, the body being enthroned 
with little regard for the soul, while art and letters took with many 
the place formerly accorded to religion. Too romantic to care for 
theology and too individualistic to set up a new dogmatic system 
to replace the old, the Italians had no part in the shaping of the 
new Christendom and even lacked the moral strength to keep 
their liberties safe. That is why Italy, the cradle of the Renaissance, 
succumbed to internal quarrels and its spirit became finally broken 
under foreign rule and intellectual tyranny. 

But with some of the northern peoples the Renaissance displayed 
a more earnest side. With them the shift of interest from God to 
man was less profound, That spirit of inquiry which sent Italians 
to the classics turned scholars north of the Alps to a study of the 
Scriptures. The searching scholarship of Erasmus showed that the 
standard version of the Bible was seriously inaccurate; other 

*In the thirteenth century the fate of the Church’s campaign against usury showed 
that their opposition was, as Professor Clap ham, the British economist says, a 
14 forlorn hope.” Yet even in the sixteenth century one finds business men worried 
over the influence of such teachings upon their creditors. 
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scholars, Wyclif in England and (later) Lef&vre in France, trans¬ 
lated the Bible (or part of it) into the vernacular, thus bringing it— 
at least by word of mouth—to the common man. These scholars 
were among the precursors of the Reformation. In such men, 
moreover, the liberal spirit of the Renaissance was embodied. 

The medieval emphasis on authority, so typical of the men who 
were to lead the Reformation, was usually quite foreign to their 
spirit. Perhaps if the Protestant Revolt had rot assumed a dog¬ 
matic turn, perhaps if it had not been as constructive as it was 
destructive, its success would have been doubtful. But it was not 
the way of Erasmus. The fact that he was So keen a critic seemed 
to unfit him for the work of a refoimer. It was both a narrower 
mind and a more courageous spirit that history cast for the leader¬ 
ship of the Religious Revolution. 

While the Church’s intellectual ascendancy was shattered by the 
Renaissance, this movement left her religious domination unim¬ 
paired. Even the skepticism that manifested itself in Italy or else¬ 
where did not break outwardly with the Church. Yet none the 
less the Renaissance paved the way for the Reformation. The 
individual emancipated from feudalism or going to a new world in 
quest of gain or using his wits to find new truths was potentially 
a person that was ready to release himself from a system which 
still held the human conscience in subjection. If this was to be the 
last-attained phase of the passing of medievalism, it was perhaps 
because in no other sphere of human interest was tradition so 
strong and in no other sphere was human error so perilous. Man 
might defy temporal authority and lose his life, but, if man defied 
the will of God, he might also lose his soul. 

We shall not enter in detail into the causes of the Religious The Ref - 
Revolution, since to do so would demand an exhaustive study of the its causes 
Church, more appropriate to a book dealing primarily with the 
Middle Ages. The movement we are discussing is commonly called 
the “Reformation” because its whole effect was to heal certain 
abuses and, on the part of certain communities, to re-form the 
structure of religious life. That movement, which by involving a 
secession from the Universal Church brought about these results 
is also called the Protestant Revolt. But its effects were so far- 
reaching and of such significance to a later period that it was 
rather a “revolution”—a religious revolution, giving the individual 
ultimately if not immediately the right to follow in religion the 
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dictates of his heart or mind. This revolution had its origin, like 
all revolutions, in certain conditions in the existing order coupled 
with a wave of enlightenment which seemed to show them up as 
false or in certain ways unsatisfying. 

The misfortune of the Church was that it had to perform the 
mission of Christ on earth and yet was made up of fallible human 
beings. Such was the paradox unavoidable in human affairs, and 
even some of the Apostles had strayed from the Master's ways. 
In the very nature of things subsequent Churchmen—at least 
those with the greatest authority—did not live in the simple 
environment that surrounded Jesus and the Twelve. The Church 
was an institution which became rich through the pious bequests of 
the faithful or the tempting facility with which it could exploit 
them, and it also came to possess temporal power, that is territorial 
power, through the need of defending itself in an age of violence. 
Wealth might be expended in luxury or in misdirected efforts such 
as wars against the heathen. Power might be interpreted to imply a 
right to dictate to men in all things for their good—a practice which 
would inevitably rouse antagonism on the part of princes who had 
also tasted power. At all times during the Middle Ages the Church 
had paid the price of such blunders, and sometimes it realized, or 
was made to realize, the dangers of wealth or power. Nearly every 
monastic order—the institution which of all the products of the 
Church was most intended to emulate poverty and holy living— 
had succumbed to excess of wealth and been forced to reform, only 
to suffer the same experience again. The attempt to force its will 
upon kings, the failure to find a practical boundary between things 
temporal and things spiritual, had brought the Church in conflict 
with forces that had more brute strength at their command, with a 
consequent weakening of the Church not only in power but in 
authority and prestige. Much of the trouble that beset the Church 
had, of course, been due to lack of wisdom on the part of certain 
popes, for the Church, if we consider one side, was an absolute 
monarchy with all the inherent evils that absolute monarchy can 
possess, together with one misfortune to which an hereditary 
absolutism is not subject—namely, a periodic occasion for a 
political squabble to obtain a post of exceptional influence and 
wealth. Since Italians were adept at political intrigue and since 
most of the college of cardinals which elected the popes were 
Italians, the popes were usually of Italian extraction, many during 
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the Renaissance coining of powerful Italian families. Hence, as the 
world became more secular, the modem state more self-sufficient 
and self-assertive, and the pope’s immediate neighbors less respect¬ 
ful and more acquisitive, the papacy became more and more Italian 
in its character, less and less universal in its outlook and spirit. 
No greater attack upon the dignity of the Church had ever been 
dealt it than when the popes had been forced to leave the Eternal 
City for that virtual exile in Avignon where they gave the world 
the impression of being tools of the French kings. The sight of two 
and sometimes three popes wrangling for the mantle of St. Peter 
was an even greater scandal. Even when the Church righted it¬ 
self—that is, when Church councils brought peace and unity once 
more and the papacy was restored to Rome—the effect of that 
baneful period was not effaced. Within the ranks of the clergy 
themselves had arisen the question whether the pope or a general 
council (the sum total of the higher clergy) was the rightfully 
dominant body in the Church. Thus the Church was threatened 
with the loss of the strategic value of absolute monarchy and was 
at the same time torn with a strife which left it divided against 
itself. It was in the day of the Church’s deepest humiliation—that 
is, the fourteenth century—that the Renaissance came to weaken 
men’s faith in its omniscience. More than that, after the papacy’s 
return to Italy, the subtle influence of the Renaissance, with its 
incentive to worldly splendor, caught the popes themselves in 
its toils. Thus Leo X, the pope whom history selected to pit his 
strength against Luther, cared for little beyond his manuscripts 
and art treasures. Worse than that, the Renaissance popes had 
fallen into the vices so prevalent in Italian society. While it is 
probably true that the moral tone of the Church, in general, had 
greatly improved after the return from Avignon, nevertheless the 
conduct of the popes themselves—or at least most of them—was 
enough to shock the conscience of every pious Christian. There 
were, indeed, many devoted Churchmen—not all of them human¬ 
ists by any means—who had honestly deplored the corruption 
which they saw in the Avignon days, and the demand for a “refor¬ 
mation in head and members” had been a Solemn issue at the 
councils of the fifteenth century. But the conciliar movement of 
reform had suffered by the political recovery of the papacy, and it 
took the storms of revolt to bring it again to life. 

But it was not alone the moral prestige of the Church which 
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had suffered during this period of upheaval. Some of the Church's 
traditions had received assault. In the fifteenth century Lorenzo 
Valla had exposed the spurious character of one of the documents 
on which the papacy had built up its claims. The lesson was 
obvious enough. If the Church could err in some of its cherished 
traditions, why not in others? Already heretics like John Huss 
had gone so far as to deny that the Cnurch was confined to the 
clergy; rather was it the whole body of the faithful, of which 
Christ, not the pope, was the head; and for this position the 
Bohemian reformer had paid with his life. Though it was true, of 
course, that Wyclif and his follower, Huss, had taken an extreme 
position which few were willing to countenance, nevertheless it is 
clear that the Church, before the storms that were soon to beset 
her, was liberal enough to allow a certain degree of theological 
discussion, and hence the majority of the humanists were content 
to let the truth, as they saw it, reveal itself, as it were, instead of 
waging war directly on the institution itself. They preferred in other 
words to remain within the Church and try, rather, to adapt it to 
the new learning. Nevertheless the whole spirit of the northern 
humanists was to cut through the elaborate doctrines which the 
medieval scholars had devised and the emphasis on externals which 
in a primitive and credulous society had been natural and perhaps 
necessary and to find the source of religion in the Bible itself. 
Somewhat the same in spirit were the mystics who sought and felt 
that they had found a direct communion with God, and it was this 
group, more than the humanists with their “rationalism,” that 
gave Luther his subsequent slant. And finally, in noting those 
forces that were undermining the position of the Church we should 
include the vigorous self-interest which manifested itself in the 
rising modern state and in a self-centered and ambitious middle 
class. These two factors which we shall consider as contributive to 
the passing of the Middle Ages were essentially out of harmony 
with an institution which drew its strength and inspiration from 
the past, and the Church's claims to material support from all the 
faithful touched a spot that was certainly becoming more and more 
tender—namely, the purse. Just as the kings of France and Eng¬ 
land in the fourteenth century had not only refused to allow' the 
Church sole competence over the crimes of Churchmen but 
also had checked the flow of money in taxes to Rome, so in the 
fifteenth century the middle class of Germany were beginning 
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to resent the exactions of what they regarded as an Italian autoc¬ 
racy. 

Thus it may be seen that the streams which flowed into the 
torrent of revolution were various. One was religious and moral, 
looking for a higher level of religious life. Another was intellectual, 
striking at least in spirit at some of the doctrines of the Church. 

Another was political, and still another, economic, the first two 
being closely blended and having little to do with the others. None 
of them alone possessed enough strength to produce a torrent. 

None of these forces, when viewed in the large, was deliberately 
aimed to overthrow the religious ascendancy of the Church. But 
in one way or another they lent themselves irresistibly to that end. 

All, in fact, being, broadly speaking, aspects of what we call the 
Renaissance, converged to produce a revolution. Medievalism was 
to make its last stand against the arrogance of the individual. 

We can relate only briefly the story of the Protestant Revolt, its 
Cases of heresy were not unusual in the Middle Ages but they awl proXw 
had had no lasting significance. There had been a distinct fore¬ 
taste of the coming revolt in the career of John Wyclif, the English 
reformer of the fourteenth century, who denied the authority of 
the pope and many of the Church’s doctrines. Later in the century, 
a disciple of Wyclif, the Bohemian, John Huss, had many fol¬ 
lowers, and it is not improbable that if the printing press had then 
been invented, enabling such a movement to spread rapidly, Huss, 
rather than Luther, would have been the standard-bearer of the 
Religious Revolution. One of the leading causes of disaffection was 
papal extortion, as the difficulties in getting money from the 
better organized nations of the West had led the pope to throw a 
disproportionate burden on the German people, who possessed 
no powerful prince to protect their interests. It was Luther, in¬ 
deed, who provided the unifying element, which, in default of a 
sovereign, was needed by this spirit of protest if it were to lead to 
open defiance. The spark which lighted the conflagration was the 
affair of the indulgences in 1517. An easy way by which the papacy 
raised money was by the granting of what was known as an indul¬ 
gence, a cancellation, conditional on repentance, of some of the 
punishment imposed by divine justice upon the sinner after his 
guilt had been forgiven through the priestly absolution; and a 
common means of escaping such temporal punishments was that 
of giving a sum of money for a sacred end. A plenary indulgence*— 
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the type that was widely offered at this time—signified “the re¬ 
moval of the entire punishment due to sin so that no expiation in 
purgatory was necessary/’ and it could be obtained either for one¬ 
self or for one of the departed. To the masses, who were impressed 
by the weight of their sins and by the teaching that even a forgiving 
God demanded the performance of penance, it seemed a cheap way 
of getting out of future agonies. It was natural, however, that the 
procurer of an indulgence should think not of the object for which 
money was sought 1 but the mere fact that he was purchasing 

an act of grace; and it is 

1 equally clear that many 
who sold these indulgences 
often grossly misrepresented 
them in an effort to pro¬ 
mote their sale. We shall 
not dwell on the doctrine 

* (which was not very old) or 
the rather sordid features 
, of this particular sale. It 
happened that when a 
hawker of these commodi¬ 
ties began to sell them in 
the neighborhood of Sax¬ 
ony, 2 a certain monk, Mar¬ 
tin Luther, who was also 

professor of theology at the 

mrm .tt • * *x * mi!I i_ 

Wood cut* Han, Bremer University of Wittenberg, 

Martin Luther raised 1x18 voice “ denunci¬ 

ation. Luther dealt rather 
gently with the doctrine itself, but it galled him to see a gullible 
people paying what they could not afford in order to rid themselves 
of punishment which undoubtedly they deserved; repentance for 
one’s sins, he felt, should suffice»&s consolation; and anyway why 
did not the pope empty purgatory for charity's sake? Originally 
placarded for discussion by his colleagues, this diatribe was printed 
and rapidly circulated; and naturally it struck a responsive cord. 
Was it not, after all, another case of this Italian potentate en¬ 
deavoring to bleed the simple-minded Germans? Almost before 

1 In Otis case it was the building of St. Peter’s at Rome. 

* He was prohibited by the elector of Saxony from entering his dominions. 
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he knew it Luther found himself the head of a party and a move¬ 
ment. Since he had already come to believe that what he called 
a faith ” made men righteous rather than the efficacy of those 
Sacraments concerned with salvation, it was clear that he was 
already in thought a heretic; and the skillful maneuvers of the 
Church, roused at last from its lethargy by the ruin of the sale of 
indulgences, together with his own rather obstinate and violent 
disposition, was soon to reveal him one iff fact. When he was 
placed by his questioners in the position of denying first the author¬ 
ity of the pope and then that of a general council of the Church, he 
accepted the result as final, burned the papal bull of condemnation 
(of course, amid great applause), and wrote three pamphlets which 
impugned five of the seven sacraments of the Church, excoriated 
the papacy, and insisted on the efficacy of faith as against ex¬ 
ternal rites and acts. While not, perhaps, aware of creating a 
schism, Luther was definitely establishing the bases of a new 
theology. 

But matters were hastening to a crisis. Since the Church, while 
condemning a heretic, was obliged (even if it had been able to 
apprehend Luther) to depend upon a secular authority to consign 
him to the flames, the pope tried, though without success, to win 
over Luther’s prince, the elector of Saxony, and the latter’s 
overlord, the new emperor, Charles V. Although Charles and most 
of the princes were unfavorable to Luther, being repelled by his 
extreme position, yet none of them was especially sympathetic 
with the pope, Charles, because he had recently been at odds with 
him in Italy and because he felt that the Church really needed some 
reform, and the princes, because they had their own grudges against 
the papacy and did not like the idea of its browbeating a German. 
It was therefore decided to compromise; and Luther was summoned 
for a hearing—in a sense, a trial—before the imperial diet, then 
meeting at Worms. Although not knowing whether his safe- 
conduct would be respected (for Huss had been given one, and it 
had not saved him from the stake), Luther’s courage did not fail 
him, and it was doubtless encouraged by the ovation which he 
received from the knights—the humbler nobles—as he rode to the 
place of meeting. We shall not dwell upon his momentary qualms 
or his subsequent unflinching courage and resolution. The im¬ 
mediate outcome was, in effect, indecisive; though even a negative 
victory for the heretic was momentous. Luther and his writings 
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were formally condemned, though he was permitted in accordance 
with his safe-conduct to take his leave, and he was immediately 
given shelter in a castle of his friendly patron, the Elector of 
Saxony. Charles, for his part, soon left Germany for Spain, and 
little effort was made to give effect to the imperial edict, Indeed, 
the emperor’s position in Germany was so weak (his vassals, the 
princes being practically independent) that if Charles, a foreigner 
by blood, had tried to enforce the edict, he would probably have 
strengthened Luther. The one way in which he could have had 
some hope of crushing the heretic was by insisting on the calling of 
a general council to reform the Church. But Charles was young, 
as well as engrossed in political problems; and perhaps, too, he 
underestimated the crisis. At all events, the Diet of Worms (1521) 
was something of a turning-point in history. 

The failure of the Diet of Worms and the publicity which 
Luther’s case had acquired on that occasion gave a great stimulus 
to the revolt, and the number of adherents rapidly increased, es¬ 
pecially in the towns. There was also a general unrest which bode 
ill for all authority. The peasants rose in revolt and were cruelly 
repressed, Luther himself urging the princes to the utmost severity. 
Not himself interested in political and social questions, he did not 
wish to risk the impression that his own movement was dangerous 
to the existing social order; and more and more, as he required 
political support, he seemed to attach his movement to the inter¬ 
ests of the princes, the pillars of order in Germany. Some time 
previously some religious fanatics had threatened to bring his 
movement into contempt, but Luther had succeeded in restoring 
order; and in 1530 his friend, Melancthon, formulated the Lutheran 
creed in what was known as the “ Augsburg Confession,” and this 
shaping of a*platform, as it were, gave the movement greater 
unity. 

lU tcopc Meanwhile revolt from the Church had widened considerably in 
scope. In Switzerland it had begun at about the same time as in 
Germany, some of the cantons soon going so far as to renounce the 
authority of the Church. In England, while humanism had bred 
some cases of heresy, the revolt had its beginning in a political 
quarrel between the king, Henry VIII, and the pope, leading 
finally to a secession of the English church from Rome. But in 
Henry’s time there was little change in doctrine, though it was 
significant that the Bible in English was brought direct to the 
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masses. During the short reign of his successor, Edward VI, the 
tenets of the Anglican Church (somewhat similar to those of 
Lutheranism) were put into definite form, and after a brief Catholic 
reaction under his successor, Mary I, a final settlement of Anglican 
belief, the so-called Thirty-nine Articles, was framed in the reign 
of Elizabeth, and became the doctrinal basis of the Established 
Church of England. The divergence of the Anglican faith from 
that of the Catholic was not so great but that most of the popula¬ 
tion could gradually accept the change, though there still remained 
some Catholics, and most of Henry’s clergy had refused to sever 
their ties with the ancient Church. It has been argued that the 
success of the Revolution in obtaining the allegiance of the great 
majority of the English people was due to an active minority, 
including a large number of nobles, many of whom had shared the 
fruits of Henry’s pillage of the monasteries, a middle class whose 
mind was receptive to change, and a vigorous group of popular 
writers who undertook to “enlighten” public opinion. But Angli¬ 
canism, being State-ridden, produced no really great constructive 
thinkers. It was the Swiss revolt which contributed the greatest 
Protestant theologian and organizer. John Calvin, a French 
scholar who had fled from persecution in France, wrote his con¬ 
ception of the Christian religion with such clear and logical deduc¬ 
tion from his premises that his theories readily furnished the doc¬ 
trinal basis of Swiss Protestantism; and later, establishing himself 
at Geneva, he worked out a sort of fusion of Church and State 
under a regime so arbitrary that his enemies rightly called him 
“the pope of Geneva.” Calvinism was mainly characterized by 
three things. In the first place, in contradistinction to the old 
Church, it emphasized the omnipotence of God, denying (as Luther 
also did) the free will of man, and holding that salvation was a gift 
of God to those alone to whom he chose to impart his grace. In 
other words some were predestined or “elected” to be saved, while 
others were correspondingly damned. This fatalistic theology, 
drawn from St. Augustine’s interpretation of St. Paul, may largely 
explain the historic tenacity of the Calvinists, who felt that God’s 
plan for man was strictly foreordained and that the godly—and the 
divine grace was supposed to reveal itself to the godly—must seek 
their chosen aims in life unswervingly. In the second place, as 
distinguished from Lutheranism, which had placed itself under the 
protection of the State, Calvinism stood for a democratic form of 
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Church government—a fact which made it the better suited to 
religious minorities on the defensive and rendered it especially 
acceptable to the middle classes. Thirdly and finally, Calvinism, 
taking the Bible literally (especially the moral code of the Jews) 
and gaining its inspiration from its austere and pitiless founder, 
prescribed strictly the moral conduct of its followers, and frowned 
on worldly pleasures in a manner reminiscent of the asceticism of 
the early monks. Apart from the principal Protestant sects, 
there were some offshoots which emphasized certain practices not 
countenanced by the others and a few free-thinkers like Servetus 
whom Calvin put to death. Just as Lutheranism spread to Poland 
and the Scandinavian countries, Calvinism took root in Scotland, 
England, France, the Netherlands, and Hungary as well as here 
and there in Germany. In both England and France, however, 
Calvinism was an illicit religion; for every well-organized state 
subjected all its subjects to one exclusive faith. 

Explanation It was during this expansive period that the fate of the Protes- 
sttceLj tant Revolt was also decided. In Germany, where it had received 
its original impetus from resentment against the papacy, suppres¬ 
sion of the revolt would probably have doomed the movement as 
a whole; hence the importance of the immunity which it enjoyed 
after the Diet of Worms. While it was formulating its creed, it 
gained a large number of princes, most of whom were doubtless 
attracted by the opportunity afforded them of seizing the Church 
lands in their dominions. Thus arose the secularization issue, 
destined to disturb the peace of Germany in a later generation. 
But the chief cause of the survival of Protestantism during these 
crucial years was probably negative. Charles V not only lacked the 
power as emperor to execute the Edict of Worms but also was too 
preoccupied with wars against France and the Turks to give 
heresy much attention. In short, the Catholic world was sundered, 
the Emperor and the King of France being most of the time at 
war; while as yet the Church had not bestirred itself to organise 
resistance, When at last the harassed emperor formed the plan, 
on the one hand, of forcing the pope to call a general council, 
while he undertook, on the other hand, to force the Protestants as 
rebellious subjects to make submission (preparatory to the meeting 
of a general council), & brief civil war ensued, characterised at 
first by imperial success, then followed by a futile compromise, mi 
finally by a general uprising of the German princes against Charie** 
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who was suspected of pursuing the political object of making 
himself their master. Thus politics again saved the Protestant 
Revolt. The King of France had even been in league with the 
Protestant princes against his fellow-Catholic, the Emperor. The 
outcome of the imbroglio was a compromise in 1555, known as the 
Peace of Augsburg, the principal feature of which was that 
each prince might choose between the Catholic faith and the 
Augsburg Confession, his choice being incumbent upon his 
subjects, who, if they then refused to conform, had no other course 
than to seek some other abode. The peace was thus only a very 
limited measure of toleration, since apart from imperial towns, 
where both religions might persist, only princes had the right of 
choice, and their choice was narrowly restricted. Yet it gave 
heresy a legal standing in the empire, and the immunity 
which it gained allowed time for its consolidation in other coun¬ 
tries. The revolt was beyond a doubt a revolution. 

Yet secession from the Church had not meant general toleration; its fruUa 
it had not brought (or was even expected to bring) religious liberty. 

The whole movement was a reformation in the sense that the 
religious life of Christendom was somewhat elevated as a result, 
for the Church reformed itself, as we shall notice later, while in 
Protestant countries many clerical abuses were brought to an end. 

The whole movement led also to greater stress upon an educated 
clergy, and some of the reformers, like Luther, were prominent 
in advocating popular education, that men might read the Bible 
for themselves. It also deepened the secular influence in society in 
certain ways. In Protestant countries not only education but 
various philanthropic institutions became more and more the 
province of the State, though in Catholic countries this transition 
was yet to be accomplished. And in this connection it should be 
noted that the passing of the Church’s monopoly in caring for the 
individual (especially the less fortunate individual) left this task 
to an institution (the modem state), which has been more generally 
concerned with protecting the propertied than of looking after the 
property-less. The social viewpoint which the Church had once 
expressed has only been partially realized in recent times. Such, in 
fact, was part of the cost of the Reformation—a fact which will 
become more evident later on. Of the more immediate cost—the 
accentuation of bigotry—we have already spoken, As far as Cal¬ 
vinism was concerned, the effect of its stem morality was noticeably 
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felt at least among Anglo-Saxons, while the practice of self-govern¬ 
ment in Calvinist churches seems to have made that sect less 
satisfied with absolutism in politics and fostered the growth of 
democratic ideas. But in matters of belief and conscience the 
importance of the Religious Revolution was not in its immediate 
results, for, indeed, it seemed to repress the individual, setting up 
several masters instead of one. It lay rather in the fact that the 
shattering of the Church’s monopoly in prescribing religious beliefs 
must lead eventually to a general relaxation in that sphere. 
The door was at least ajar if not actually open; for the lesson of 
the Religious Revolution was that men dared to question what had 
been taught them as the only means of salvation. To question this 
again would become increasingly easier as civilization advanced 
and the world became more worldly. That same dignity which the 
Renaissance had accorded the man of culture would eventually 
become extended to the common man. It is in the ultimate results 
of the upheaval that one finds it a revolution. 

Thus the individual was emerging from the fetters of medie¬ 
valism. Full political, economic, and religious freedom would 
come only in the Modern Era. In the meantime, the class which 
had become the greatest force in modernizing society had made its 
appearance. 


The Emergence of the Middle Class 

Meaning of By the middle class, or bourgeoisie, we mean especially the class 
e which devotes itself to business as a livelihood, whether trade, or 
manufacturing, or finance. The fact that its social position was 
not supposed to be as high as that of the landed aristocracy and 
yet not so low as that of the peasantry will account for the term; 
it stood midway in the social scale (which was a matter of tradition) 
between the upper and lower strata of a society founded originally 
on the land. It is, however, a loose term, for it seems to have 
included even the proletariat or working class prior to the Indus¬ 
trial Revolution, as well as laymen who followed a profession, such 
as lawyers, teachers, authors, artists, etc. In tracing their con¬ 
tribution to the making of the Modem Age, these intellectuals 
have been treated to some extent in the previous section. We are 
concerned at this point with the people who made the towns and 
who were the founders and promoters of an industrial and com¬ 
mercial economy, the natural correlative of an agricultural econ- 
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omy. Since their role was more materially constructive than either 
the fighting class or the praying class into which the aristocracy 
was divided, while at the same time they possessed more economic 
freedom than the peasantry, and since concentration in towns in 
which there were active spirits who had seen something of the 
world made for a greater mental quickening than the static life 
of the country, the middle class as a rule became the most active 
of all agents for the advance of civilization. 

The existence of towns and urbap life was, of course, no new Riae of the 
phenomenon, as anyone knows who has read anything of ancient towm 
history. Research has seemed to show that most of the towns of 
the Roman Empire had managed to survive the barbarian in¬ 
vasions that produced the Dark Ages and that it was the Saracens, 
rather, who, making the Mediterranean a closed sea, brought for 
most of them strangulation and final ruin. A purely agricultural 
economy was then evolved, which soon became a basis of what is 
known as the feudal system—a regime we shall review in another 
place. Suffice it to say here that the so-called manor—a peasant 
village with its lord as pillar of security—was, in general, the 
economic unit, and society seemed for a time to need no other. 

Gradually, however, communities developed, more mercantile 
than agrarian—in other words, the towns. How they emerged 
has been a matter of long controversy among historians, and it is 
possible that the same origins cannot be cited for all localities. 

But, in general, it would seem that towns developed as a means of 
supplying the needs of a feudal lord, or of one of his garrisoned 
posts, or, in some cases, of a monastery. Its citizens w r ere recruited 
from roving merchants who saw the profit to be derived from 
such needs and who sought the protection which some lord was 
willing to give them. At the same time the attractive force of this 
little group—outside the castle walls—drew the primitive village 
artisans (the smiths and cobblers and so on) into the selfsame 
community. There were always, however, towns, situated on 
favorable sites for trade, which pre-dated the Dark Ages and were 
now more a symptom of trade revival than a new phenomenon. 

In any case the towns in most localities were drawn into the feudal 
system. They wished protection and they got it, though, of course, 
they had to pay for it. Some of them suffered greatly, it would 
seem, from the lords* exactions, but when charters came to be 
granted, as the result of bargaining with the lords, they acquired 
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considerable freedom. No doubt, in the weary period of political 
disintegration to which the empire of Charlemagne had succumbed, 
the presence of the feudal system, based as it was on military 
power, brought a certain measure of stability to society without 
which the towns themselves might possibly have been unable to 
withstand the armed despoiler. Yet, even so, it had its evil side. 
When commerce finally developed, it »vas often much disturbed 
by constant strife among the nobles, or hampered by a multitude 
of petty tolls in an age when the world politically was cut up into 
small fragments; and if a town happened to be isolated, as in cer¬ 
tain parts of Germany, it was always iiable to be harried by petty 
nobles who for all their titles were little more than freebooters. 
Not, of course, until the rise of the modern state was commerce 
ever really secure. The towns had partly, in a sense, grown out of 
feudalism, but they also quickly outgrew it. 

The middle class, which inhabited the towns, was roughly divided 
into two groups, artisans and merchants; and each was similarly 
organized. It was characteristic of the Middle Ages that each was 
bound by strict regulations incumbent upon its members. The 
craft gild standardized the manner of making whatever was its 
specialty and also sponsored the training of apprentices to assist, 
and perhaps eventually to succeed, the master-artisans. The 
merchant gild 1 took measures for the common safety of its mem¬ 
bers; and in a sense the leagues of towns which banded together 
to defend their trade were leagues of merchant gilds. The very 
existence of towns meant the reaching out to something more than 
the local market which had characterized the village, and exchanges 
between towns were largely carried on through fairs, most of which 
were held annually, though some, indeed, more frequently. Ex¬ 
change transactions were generally, at first, a matter of barter; for 
money in most of Europe for a time became practically extinct. 
Indeed, when the sole economic unit had been the manor, there was 
scarcely need of money. The village smith could be paid for his 
services with a measure of wheat; the lord drew from his tenants 
manual labor or payment in kind. In other words, the manor had 
been practically self-sufficient. And even for the towns at first the 
market was limited to a very narrow radius. But what of the sur¬ 
plus wheat and wine that the lord could usually command? Such 

1 Not to be cob founded with the so-called “ gild merchant ” in England* which was 
a local association designed to control the town market. 
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commodities might be readily exchanged for industrial products— 
even for luxuries from distant lands as soon as maritime trade had 
revived. What was needed was a symbol by which value might be 
measured. The towns in widening the market soon demanded 
better facilities. Obviously much cartage was required by barter, 
just as, later, after the reintroduction of money, the cartage of 
specie itself became so difficult and dangerous ^hat instruments of 
credit came into play. It was not until money became the common 
medium of exchange that a great field of opportunity was opened 
to the middle class. 

The precious metals as mediums of exchange never passed en- The coming 
tirely out of use in western Europe; but coinage practically ceased °coMmiT V 
for several centuries. In the sixth century it seems to have re* 
appeared, 1 though it was probably not until the thirteenth that it 
came into general use. At any rate the device of a prince’s seal 
to give specie a certain ready and recognizable validity was a 
natural transition; and coins came to be minted by princes, nobles, 
and even towns, with the natural accompaniment of money¬ 
changers, whose position as embryonic bankers and financial 
experts was of no little importance. Despite the fact that there 
was not enough of the precious metals to meet the demand, we 
may consider that in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries western 
Europe, at least, passed to a money economy. 

The use of money vastly simplified exchange. It enabled the The rise of 
landlord soon to exact money instead of produce from his serfs, capitalt8m 
and incidentally this innovation compelled the peasants to sell 
their surplus. And naturally town and country could more readily 
come to terms. Moreover, the use of money suggested some fur¬ 
ther expedients for facilitating exchange, more especially because 
the conveyance of large sums of money was highly dangerous. 

Thus, quite early, bills of exchange came into use, first (apparently) 
in Italy, then in other countries, and very commonly at fairs, 
where so many merchants came from the same place that the 
balance between creditors and debtors could be easily adjusted, 
comparatively little if any shipment of specie being required. 
Incidentally, these instruments of credit lightened the burden on 
the small stock of money in circulation, and led naturally to a 
great expansion of business. Perhaps, too, they involved a degree 

1 Silver and copper were employed at first, gold not being minted till the thir¬ 
teenth century. 
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of mutual confidence, which lies at the basis of credit. Much less 
of this virtue, however, was present in money-lending, as ev¬ 
idenced by the excessive interest rates charged—higher even than 
would be warranted by the actual scarcity of money. At first in 
the hands of the Jews (because such traffic was frowned upon by 
the Church), money-lending became so profitable that Italians 
came to engage in it, and (regardless of Christian scruples) even the 
later Crusades seem to have been financed by this means. From 
the money-lender developed, in turn, the banker. Apart from the 
loaning of money, the medieval banker began his calling very 
simply as a mere custodian of funds left in his care for safe-keeping, 
for which service the depositor paid a certain sum. Then he became 
a sort of clearing house for the transfer of money from one of his 
depositors to another in the event of one of them incurring a debt 
to another. Finally the banker loaned out some of his deposits at 
interest, and by the close of the thirteenth century large sums of 
money were invested in the promotion of trade. The Florentines 
(generally known in financial circles by the broader term of “ Lom¬ 
bards”) made immense fortunes in banking. As early as the thir¬ 
teenth century the banking houses of Florence had agents far and 
wide; they collected the revenues of the pope, financed the English 
wool trade, and frequently lent to needy monarehs on condition of 
certain if concessions.” The profitable use of money as capital—that 
is, the means of providing the wherewithal for meeting current 
expenses—was an important stage in Europe's economic educa¬ 
tion. 

The rise of capitalism had, in fact, been the most important di¬ 
rect result of the development of a money economy. We have al¬ 
ready mentioned the bill of exchange, which obviated the need of 
shipping large sums of money—a r61e which the Knights Templars 
with armed escorts had so frequently played. In the later Middle 
Ages bills payable to order or at a stated time and promissory 
notes also came into use, as well as improved methods of book¬ 
keeping. It was capitalism, operating in such forms, that, more 
than anything else, opened out the limited horizon of the towns and 
gave them a wider market. Such a movement was, of course, only 
gradual, the average merchant having little with which to launch 
on big undertakings. Sometimes it was a lord, or even a monastery 
that used its surplus revenues from land to serve as capital 
Probably shipping—in which the Italian seaport towns were espe* 
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daily interested—had been the first field of enterprise promoted 
by the use of capital. We also know that as far back as the 
twelfth century (especially in Italy) merchants began to control 
the production of some of the gilds, a certain merchant, for 
example, furnishing a cloth-maker with wool and paying 
him eventually for the finished product, which he himself 
would then dispatch to the intended market. Commerce in the 
Middle Ages being more highly developed than industry, one 
finds that commercial capital dominated industry much more than 
industrial capital promoted commerce. Sometimes, with the better 
understanding of what could be actually achieved with money, the 
capital of one man allied itself with the commercial activities of 
another and the result was often the evolution of a business house 
with wide ramifications. The selling of stock in such an enterprise 
was only a step farther. 1 

Yet, notwithstanding its obvious advantages, it was not without 
some difficulties that capitalism had made its way. The risks 
involved were great, though it is certainly a proof of the strides 
that capitalism was making that commercial insurance, grounded on 
regular payment of premiums, was in existence at the beginning of 
the fourteenth century. Then, the Church, as we have noticed, 
had condemned loaning at interest (the practice known as usury), 
and it was this business which had made the Jews unpopular— 
sometimes deservedly so. When it seemed both impracticable and 
impossible to combat the movement successfully, Christian moral¬ 
ity came to ignore it through certain subterfuges like the theory 
that the labor in transmitting money deserved some recompense. 
The theory of the “just price” (an effort of the Church to protect 
the consumer) had also to be combated in certain quarters where 
men who became rich were viewed with suspicion in an age that 
had been taught by the Church that poverty was a social virtue. 
No doubt, too, in a society that was just becoming initiated into 
the mysteries of a money economy the temptation to be dishonest 
was almost irresistible. While kings debased the currency, there 
was much cheating among money-changers; and the natural 
fluctuation in rates of exchange must indeed have puzzled mental¬ 
ities which could then conceive of silver only as silver with nothing 

1 Professor J. W. Thompson tells us that the first stocks were government bonds. 
Bat the jointrstock company seems to have been a very gradual evolution and was 
not common even in the fourteenth century. 
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but an intrinsic value. Moreover, speculation followed naturally 
in the wake of capitalism, and the eventual establishment of 
bourses afforded easy opportunities for gambling. Yet those 
bourses themselves marked an important step forward. To meet 
and dabble in securities that represented goods, instead of handling 
the goods themselves, obviously simplified the technique of com¬ 
merce. It also led to the decay of fairs as business gravitated 
towards towns, like Frankfort and Antwerp, which served as 
permanent centers of trade. Thus the development of capitalism 
was a stabilizing influence in the economic world, while at the same 
time it led to greater fluidity of wealth. 

To a large extent the circulation of goods throughout Europe 
was stimulated by the over-sea trade, in which the seaport towns 
of Italy, profiting by their geographical position, had come to 
take the leading share. Since the Italian towns had never wholly 
succumbed to the barbarian waves which had submerged the 
Roman Empire, and had maintained their independence against 
all external authorities (Italy had never been feudalized to the 
extent of other lands), they were able to enjoy a slow but con¬ 
tinuous growth, eke profit from the expanding needs of an im¬ 
proved civilization, and avail themselves of the knowledge brought 
to Europe by the Crusades. Just as Florence founded her pros¬ 
perity on wool and banking and Milan put her energies into manu¬ 
facturing arms, other towns, notably Genoa and Venice, made 
their fortunes out of tapping the resources of the East. Little, of 
oourse, was known of the lands whence flowed these marvelous 
treasures. Only the most intrepid merchants, or explorers like 
Marco Polo, had come into direct contact with that civilized world 
of Asia, lying beyond the vast stretch of mountain and desert land 
over which fierce nomad tribes roamed at will. Yet this almost 
impassable barrier was partly flanked by water, and after contacts 
had been made with the Saracens of the Levant, a sort of bridge 
had been opened which, linking East and West, had enabled the 
products of the East to percolate freely into Europe. By the 
beginning of the fourteenth century Venice had practically a 
monopoly of this traffic, the spices, gems, brocades, and other 
commodities of the East being brought by Arab shippers across 
Egypt or Mesopotamia to the Mediterranean coast where Venetian 
merchants shipped them to the wharves of Venice; thence they were 
sent by land or sea to Bruges or Antwerp, which became the die- 



THE COMING OF THE MODERN AGE 


31 


tributing centers for northern Europe. Towns like Augsburg and 
Nuremberg on the land route to the Netherlands owed much of 
their importance to this trade; while, farther north, the Hanseatic 
towns, which brought the products of the Baltic region—furs, 
flax, timber, etc.—to London to be exchanged for woolen goods, 
also brought them to Bruges and Antwerp to exchange for pepper 
and cinnamon. So highly were spices prized at a time when the 
diet of Europe possessed but little variety that no article of trade 
brought so ready or so lucrative a market, and on occasions they 
were even used as mediums of exchange—hence the use of the same 
word in France (Spices) to signify court fees. By the beginning 
of the fourteenth century Europe was spanned from end to end by 
a network of trade rodfees, producing, in a sense, an immense 
economic unit—an index of the thriving activity of the middle 
class. 

One can readily understand that the economic importance of Growing 
this class would come to be reflected in its political status and 
influence. Most of the towns, strictly speaking, had a place in the 
feudal system, the nature of their obligations (generally money 
payments) being often fixed in the charter granted to them by the 
lord to whom they owed a nominal allegiance; while in Germany, 
as time went on, these obligations were so indefinite that the 
imperial towns—those holding allegiance of the emperor—merely 
voted occasional supplies for imperial defense. In the Baltic 
world the Hanseatic League, a group of towns extending from the 
Netherlands to Novgorod in Russia, became a power of the first 
importance. Meanwhile, the towns of Spain and France, as well as 
those in central Europe, became at least self-governing bodies, 
those in northern France—the so-called “communes”—receiving 
charters from the crown, with whom they were naturally in alliance 
against the nobles. Already, too, members of the middle class were 
beginning to hold office in the king’s service, especially those who 
had a knowledge of Roman law, on which the royal power was 
being founded. The economic value of this class to the rising 
monarchies is evidenced by the introduction of representatives of 
the towns into the feudal estates or diets and their participation 
with the nobles in the English parliament. Obviously, from the 
towns, much more than from the barons, the prince could derive 
the money power, essential to his objects. The strange career of 
Jacques Occur, who made his fortune in trade, then extended his 
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activities to include mining and manufacturing, and was able to 
loan a French king money enough to recover Normandy and 
Guienne, interestingly illustrates the importance of capitalism in 
politics. Yet it was dangerous to serve princes, as the Florentines 
found when an English king repudiated his debts, and as Jacques 
Coeur himself discovered before his death. Would it be long be¬ 
fore kings would seek to appropriate for themselves a more direct 
share of the wealth of their subjects by organizing and controlling 
the economic life of their states? To this historic change we shall de¬ 
vote another section. It is sufficient to note here the growing impor¬ 
tance of the middle class and the realization of the strength which 
the money power imparted. 

Influence But the greatest boon which fortune had yet offered to the 

°Jtphraiion8 middle class was the discovery of a new world. Even in that age 
when capitalism had come to make definite strides the scarcity 
of specie had been a serious handicap. Happily, the discovery of 
new silver mines in Europe during the fifteenth century had greatly 
added to the store of precious metals in circulation, but this for¬ 
tunate gift of nature was not to be compared with the gold mines 
which the navigators discovered. Moreover, the opening of a water 
route to the East, 1 breaking down the monopoly of Venice and 
giving the merchants of the West direct access to the markets of 
the East increased the volume of trade and thereby immensely 
increased the number of merchants. Meanwhile the rise of prices, 
occasioned by the vast influx of precious metals, was an added 
incentive to the artisan and the merchant. Landlords also profited 
in some countries insofar as manorial services became transformed 
into money payments, and such tenants as had early com¬ 
muted these services now obviously gained from having cheaper 
money with which to discharge them. Only the lot of the class 
which furnished the labor for industrial production was worse 
than it had been before, since wages failed to keep pace with 
prices, and the rigid organization of the gilds made it all but 
impossible for a workman to market his labor. The evolution of a 
rich bourgeoisie had its ugly reverse side—-an unhappy proletariat 
of the towns, 2 depressed by the abnormal cost of living, and outside 

1 There was a close connection between the successful pioneering in the West 
and the greatly increased volume of trade with the East; for India demanded 
silver (not Western products) in return for her wares. 

3 The only compensation to a member of the proletariat for low wages and little 
chance to rise was the substantial security of his job and an assurance against 
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of England (where the wage-scale was somewhat regulated), 
without even the capricious aid of benevolent despotism. Pity for 
the poor—so common in the Middle Ages—was one of the benefits 
lost with the waning influence of the Church. Though it was this 
element which in many places was attracted to Calvinism and even 
to more radical sects, salvation through revolt for so small and 
weak a class was utterly impossible. Another example of the 
declining influence of the Church has already been noted. Chang¬ 
ing moral standards, forced by the acquisitive spirit of the age, 
gave full freedom to the middle class to shape its own code of 
business. If Calvinists preached the virtues of thrift and industry, 
they simply reflected the temper of the class from which they 
sprang. 

The possession of material wealth, whether in capital or land, 
was the key to the comfortable life. The middle class was not yet— 
in most of Europe—invading the cherished preserves of the aris¬ 
tocracy, but it had fully and definitely established itself as an in¬ 
dispensable element in modem society. And already this class had 
demonstrated that it, rather than the nobles, could provide the 
sinews of strength for the modern state. Individual enterprise was 
making the middle class, and the middle class was providing much 
of the money as well as the brains that put the power of kings and 
princes on a firm foundation. It is to this rising political phenome¬ 
non, the modern state, that we must now give our attention. 

The Emergence of the Modern State 

Human relationships are disorderly and susceptible to constant 
violence until they are regulated by laws or by customs which 
have the force of law. When a community has come to be banded 
together under a regime of law which it recognizes and to which, 
in general, it adheres, we have the essence of a state. And, strictly 
speaking, a state implies a fixity of position, or, in other words, a 
territorial basis. It was the state, as fashioned by the Romans, 
with its compact organization and definite frontiers that gave 
men their clearest conception of the institution and served as a 
convenient model for a later age. Yet the state of the Romans was 

excessive exploitation, thanks to the ancient rules of the gilds. As Professor Pirenne 
has said, “The gild system must be recognised as the only source of protection for 
the worker before the period of social legislation in the nineteenth century,” Much 
of the poor of the towns was made up of those who had never been apprentices, 
and, of course, the professional beggars. 
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in the end an unwieldy thing, its population becoming dangerously 
heterogeneous, whereas the modem state, much narrower in its 
territorial range, was much more closely identified with a single 
people. We must trace the evolution of the modern state, and then 
try to discern its position in the world. We shall study this institu¬ 
tion first in its internal, then in its external aspects—-the latter 
subject raising the question whether for Europe as a whole there 
has been any practical substitute for universal empire. 

Internal Aspects 

Between the Roman Empire and the modern (approximating a 
national) state there was a chronological gap. In that period of 
transition which we call the “Dark Ages” men lacked the benefits 
of the old order without as yet devising anything better to take its 
place. Yet as society must somehow be held together if it were 
not to go back to migratory habits and chronic anarchy, the institu¬ 
tion known as feudalism was evolved. 1 It was this curious invention 
of human need, this form of a state—if state it can be called— 
out of whose shell emerged that permanent institution, the modem 
state. 

The feudal system (or, if one chooses, the feudal-manorial sys¬ 
tem 2 ) was in its essence a means of providing protection through a 
kind of relationship established between various military chiefs, or 
lords (as we may better call them), as political and economic 
entities, and between the lords themselves and the men who fed 
them. In a society which was at first almost wholly agricultural it 
was necessary that the peasants should receive at least enough 
protection to enable them to till the land they occupied. As 
Occupancy of the land was theirs only by favor of some lord (though 
it came to be regarded as inalienable and hereditary), it was this 
lord who was able, and in his own interest was ready, to accord 
them protection; while for this occupancy, which at least by 
implication included protection, they paid by certain services such 

1 It may also be recalled that with the virtual disappearance of money a prince 
was naturally led to reward services by bestowing lands. The result was a distri¬ 
bution of responsibility in the task of holding society together. It is not that the 
landed chieftain consciously embodied the “ social viewpoint ” but rather that he 
had the vital need of protecting himself in an age -of violence. 

* The manorial system is treated here as an integral part of feudalism (even 
though it antedated it), for the two came to be inseparable. As Professor Lynn 
Thorndike says, “In a broader sense it (feudalism) covers the life.of the subjugated 
peasantry upon the land dominated by the warriors." Feudalism, being tied up with 
land, rested on agrarian foundations. 
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as working for a fixed number of days on the lord's estate. At firat 
peasants were serfs, and thus bound to the land which they held, 
but though such a condition seemed to invite exploitation, the 
lord, inasmuch as he required his lands to be tilled, could not 
afford to drive his peasants into flight. Moreover, tenure of the 
land was at least in effect hereditary, not subject to confiscation. 
The relations between lord and serf were not, however, solely 
economic; they were also political. When feudalism was at its 
height, police and judicial rights over his serfs were also vested in 
the lord. This politico-economic unit was known as the “manor.” 
In course of time serfdom declined, either through voluntary act of 
the lord or through purchase of freedom by the serfs; later on, the 
obligation to work for the lord was often commuted into payments 
in money or kind; and finally, as we shall see, political juris¬ 
diction became generally obsolete. Yet we are speaking only 
of tendencies, more especially in certain countries; and even in 
France, where transformation was relatively rapid, the economic 
bondage implicit in the manorial tie was not finally abolished until 
the French Revolution. 

The other side of feudalism—and indeed the primary purpose of 
the institution—was concerned with the relations of the several 
lords with one another. From this standpoint a manor or group of 
manors usually constituted what was known as a “fief,” a tract of 
land held by one lord as vassal of another, to whom, in return, he 
owed certain customary services, such as the obligation to fight for 
him on certain occasions; while it was equally understood that this 
overlord or “suzerain” owed his vassal special protection. We 
shall not enter into the complexities of the system (which in Eng¬ 
land presented certain exceptions to the form on the Continent), 
but must note that this contractual relationship between lord and 
vassal might be duplicated in an ascending scale of lords until we 
reach the apex of the pyramid, which is usually the man called 
“king.” Viewed broadly, such a scheme provided a horde of big 
and little policemen, without whose occasional devotion to their 
feudal oath no man's life or property would have been safe. Pri¬ 
marily the relationship was military, designed to enable a man to 
possess a retinue who would fight for him, since fighting was the 
chief sport and occupation of these favored few. Yet, as we have 
implied, there were other obligations which the feudal vassal owed 
his lord; he was required on certain occasions to pay him a sum of 
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money (the so-called aide), and he was to assist him with counsel, 
and also help him mete out justice. Each lord and his several 
vassals thus constituted a rudimentary principality, but the ties 
which held it together were based on contract 1 and unalterable. 
The complete governing power, what we understand by sov¬ 
ereignty, did not repose in the suzerain—did not in fact repose 
anywhere—and his vassals were not his subjects. The jurisdiction 
of the king himself (who was little more than first among equals) 2 
was limited to the peasants on his domains and the vassals who 
owed him services, and in the case of his vassals his authority was 
definitely restricted by the terms of the unwritten contract which 
custom had rendered sacred. Such was the feudal monarchy. If 
it can be regarded as a state, it was of a very loose and rudimentary 
type. 

Yet the feudal system—which is usually identified with Europe, 
though it had almost exact parallels on other continents—was a 
fortunate phenomenon in that crude society in which it developed. 
The feudal castle was a refuge for the peasants in time of danger. 
Moreover, slight as were the services which the king received from 
his vassals, they gave him some means of building up that power 
whereby he was eventually able to form the modern state at the 
expense of feudalism. The feudal system became general through¬ 
out Europe, though in most of Italy it early disappeared, 
and in Russia it took a somewhat different form. It was one of 
the most curious inventions born of human ingenuity to cope 
with human frailties. 

Yet, just as human nature may pervert the best of governments, 
so it manifested its seamy side—and quite readily too—in feudal¬ 
ism. Indeed one is apt to forget the evils which the institution 
allayed because of those which it held in itself, when viewed at 
close range. Since the lord was primarily a warrior, he must needs 
consume much of his time in fighting; and the right of private war¬ 
fare was a cherished feudal custom. While the protection afforded 

l The tie between lord and vassal had been consecrated by the ceremony of 
homage when the vassal received his fief, and in feudal conception the fief itself 
was not hereditary but rather the vassalage. The obligations of a serf to his lord, 
on the other hand, were not primarily personal but explicitly attached to the land. 
A peasant on inheriting his land paid to his lord a sum of money known as a “ re¬ 
lief 

* Much of his prestige in France was of a somewhat personal character; he was 
a sort of paterfamilias, for whom some of his vassals performed certain services 
in his household. 
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by armor prevented a heavy mortality among these fighters, such a 
sport was a grievous nuisance to the towns and particularly to the 
peasants, whose fields were often devastated. Theoretically the 
tie between vassal and lord should have tended to prevent wars; 
actually there was nothing more precarious. Even though a vassal 
might plead at the suzerain’s court against some fellow-vassal, the 
danger of such a journey, which left his family exposed to attack, 
was sufficient to discourage recourse to such a*nethod, particularly 
as settling the matter by the sword was consecrated by custom. 
Without ignoring its evident elements of restraint, feudalism only 
tempered anarchy, it did not cure it, and in the last analysis it was 
force that still ruled. 

It was through the stronger arm of the king, when the superior 
force was his, that feudalism itself would yield to control and a 
better system be gradually evolved. If the king had a domain, he 
had at least the nucleus of territorial power, and though his 
vassals, the greater nobles, had precisely the same advantages, 
judicial, fiscal, administrative, and military, nevertheless the 
suzerain of suzerains was the king, and something could be made 
of such a title in bold hands. The French kings, fortunate in being 
atop the feudal pyramid, had also a domain of their own; and it 
was a rare stroke of fortune that for eleven generations there was 
always a son to succeed, and that even the founder of the Valois 
line, Philip VI (1328-50), was a cousin of the preceding king. In 
Germany, on the contrary, the frequent changes of dynasty pre¬ 
vented the establishment of a continuous royal domain. Moreover 
the lords had steadily gained at the expense of the crown, and the 
kingdom fell into permanent disruption. In France, Spain, and 
England, on the other hand, the royal power grew and became the 
matrix of the modern state. 

In France, which we may study as typical of the latter process, 
the kings, especially from the twelfth century, seized every op¬ 
portunity they had of extending and consolidating their power. We 
have already mentioned the limitations which had normally hedged 
it in. Not only was the exercise of his power shared with his 
vassals but a feudal king could not reach the Vassals of his vassals 
or even their serfs, and in many cases he had explicitly granted the 
greater nobles “ immunity ’’—freedom from all exercise of the 
royal authority on their estates. Yet from the close of the twelfth 
century we find the king using every occasion for stretching his 
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prerogative, encroaching on his vassals by a ceaseless process of 
attrition. Sometimes, as the result of negotiation, his laws were 
accepted on the domains of these greater nobles; sometimes he 
usurped the right of sending his officials to collect the feudal aide 
directly from their tenants; sometimes, appealing to Roman law, 
he interfered with his vassals' judicial competence, classifying 
certain cases, such as crimes against hie person or his honor, as 
“royal cases," justiciable only before his own court. In the later 
Middle Ages the kind of cases so denominated steadily multiplied 
till the nobles were practically confined merely to cases involving 
their serfs. It was, in fact, on Roman law that the king founded his 
claim to sovereignty. While at first this meant little in practice 
outside the royal domain, such a position, when constantly reiter¬ 
ated, especially when the extension of the royal domain gave the 
king a greater power than any of his vassals, was not without its 
weight. The fact that the royal sovereignty was a pregnant and 
virile force is interestingly illustrated by the attitude of the French 
kings toward private war. In the thirteenth century the crown 
invented what was known as an “assurance." When one of the 
parties in a quarrel requested an assurance from his enemy that he 
would not attack him, the king ruled that it must be given. During 
the same century private war was forbidden at times when the 
king himself was at war, and in the fourteenth century it was pro¬ 
hibited altogether. Naturally this wholesome object was not 
completely attained, but we know that private war did decline, 
and it is obvious that those nobles who dwelt nearest to the king 
were in general more susceptible to his action. As early as the 
eleventh century the crown had begun the practice of hiring pro¬ 
fessional soldiers (mercenary troops), which undoubtedly enabled 
it to give more effect to its will. It is interesting to realize that the 
royal power had emerged as a new element of order, a stabilizing 
force in a social system which had proved its limitations. 

In its long struggle with feudalism the crown got valuable assist¬ 
ance, whether in the form of money or of expert knowledge, from a 
vigorous middle class, who were its natural allies in checking the 
violence of the nobles. In France many towns, which had managed 
to obtain self-government but still owed a measure of allegiance to 
feudal lords, were granted new charters directly by the king. In 
Spain the towns were given every encouragement to resist the 
nobles, and it was through that alliance of king and burghers that 
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the power of the Spanish grandees was eventually broken. In 
Spain of the twelfth century representatives of the towns took 
their place in the feudal assembly, the cortes; and in the fourteenth 
century occurred the first meeting of the estates general in France 
—deputations from the towns being summoned by the king as 
chief suzerain, 1 to sit beside the landed feudal classes. It was from 
such bodies—which under other names soon prevailed throughout 
Europe—that the crown solicited money, a#d it was doubtless 
because of the wealth of the burgher element that they had been 
merged into a separate order on a par with the feudal classes. 
Thus the money power—already a prominent factor in European 
society—was contributing to enhance the royal power. Naturally 
it was from the middle class, paid by money instead of by lands 
that the king recruited the bulk of the personnel of his adminis¬ 
tration; 2 they were better educated than the nobles, and the cir¬ 
cumstances of their position made them infinitely more loyal. 
While it is true that the Valois kings established governorships in 
the provinces, which because of their military character were con¬ 
ferred upon noblemen, nevertheless the judges, the fiscal agents, 
and often the most intimate counselors were drawn from the middle 
class—a practice dating back at least to the eleventh century. 
Yet from the time of Philip the Fair (in the early fourteenth cen¬ 
tury), when the middle class won a species of recognition in the es¬ 
tates general, began also the gradual abasement of the towns. As 
the royal power expanded, one notes a growing interference with 
liberties—culminating in a wholesale revoking of charters and the 
stifling of autonomy. It was only in less degree that the upper 
classes were subjected to the selfsame pressure. While it is true 
that until royal taxation became an established practice the estates 
general and the provincial estates (similarly constituted) were still 
of financial importance, the crown never allowed these institutions 
to follow the precedent of the English parliament, which came in 
time to hold the purse-strings. It was undoubtedly the expanding 
needs of the royal treasury which account for much of the attack on 
vested interests. Philip the Fair did not scruple to invade clerical 
immuni ties from taxation. To the nobles he allowed the privilege 

i It will be recalled that the towns had been drawn into the feudal system. 
Bee page 25. 

* Public offices, when held by nobles, had often been regarded as hereditary fiefs. 
The middle class received salaries and in course of time many were encouraged 
to boy their posts, . 
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of commuting their military service if they wished—a practice 
which had already been employed in England. Though such taxes 
were by custom extraordinary (for the feudal service itself was 
that), they had the effect of weakening feudalism in its most basic 
aspect. We have already noted the employment of mercenaries. 
Such troops, in contradistinction to the feudal levies, were much 
more willing to serve on a long campaign, and were certainly more 
capable of an undivided attachment. Thus the military dependence 
of the crown upon its vassals was fast becoming obsolete. It was, 
indeed, through its superior military power, 1 more than by any other 
means, that it was able to buttress its power and gradually extend it. 

The Hundred Years’ War, though it abased the power of the 
crown for a time, had the ultimate result of greatly increasing it, 
and thereby molding France still more into a modern state. In the 
first place, it took a heavy toll of lives from among the nobility, 
and discredited their methods of warfare. In the second place, 
something like a national spirit was developed through the ex¬ 
ploits of Jeanne Dare, and this spirit rallied to the king as liberator 
of the land; more than ever before, whatever their place in the 
feudal scale, the French people looked to the crown as the symbol 
of order and the defender of the common weal. In the third 
place—and this was of supreme importance—the crown came more 
and more to adopt the practice of levying direct taxes without 
waiting for the assent of the estates general. Under Charles VII 
the so-called taille —originally requiring its consent as a special 
subsidy in time of war—became permanent, and the crown deter¬ 
mined its amount (augmenting it if it chose) by dint of its own 
power. A French historian of the reign considers that from 1440 
“the financial r61e of the estates general was terminated.” But the 
royal right of taxation, while it had evolved from custom and 
various emergencies, was clearly an attribute of the royal power 
according to Roman law, and, now that the king was able to bring 
this right into permanent practice, the royal sovereignty was indeed 
an established fact. It was but a natural corollary to this reform 
that the same right was expressly withheld from the nobles. Thus 
France was not to be a congeries of sovereign principalities but an 
organised whole under the sovereignty of the king. Naturally 
there was some resistance to such arbitrary action, but it must 

* The invention of gunpowder also gave the crown a decided advantage over 
the traditional weapons of feudalism as well as a means of destroying its strongholds. 
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always be borne in mind that the meeting of an estates general 
was arduous and expensive for its members in a day when the 
roads were bad and disorders not infrequent, and extraordinary 
taxes had become so frequent that continuous royal taxation 
was probably accepted as a matter of habit. Fourthly and finally, 
it was from the fruit of this tax, the taille, that Charles VII (fol- 
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lowing temporary devices of some of his predecessors) established 
a standing army. The ability to dispense with the military aid of 
the nobles in time of war through the maintenance of an army of 
hired soldiers gave the king the power of the sword—or shall we 
say artillery?—which enabled him the better to hold his people in 
subjection as well as to pursue a strong policy abroad. Thus the 
royal sovereignty, realized in a judicial sense, apd attempted with 
some success in legislation, was now established in those matters 
of chief importance to the crown—namely, war and taxation. It 
would be too much to say that France was as yet an absolute 
monarchy, for the nobles who governed the provinces were not 
very amenable to control, and the enforcement of laws was hap- 
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hazard at best; yet the growth of the crown was such that, gen¬ 
erally speaking, one finds an active central government functioning 
in all spheres of public activity. The feudal state had not wholly 
disappeared, but its lines had become dimmed in proportion as 
those of the modem state had become clear and impressive. 

What we have, in short, is the modem state appearing in the 
form of an hereditary monarchy, which is gradually becoming 
absolute. It was apparently in Spain that the king’s power first 
attained that stage of being, in fact if not in theory, most nearly un¬ 
limited. While the configuration of the Iberian Peninsula, crossed 
as it was by numerous mountain ranges, does not readily make for 
national unity, most of the states which had emerged out of the 
collapse of the Moorish power had become amalgamated in one 
way or another, and the union of Castile and Aragon by the 
marriage of Ferdinand and Isabella in 1469 brought most of the 
peninsula under the rule of one or other of these sovereigns. 
When the Emperor Charles V (called Charles I in Spain) inherited 
both Castile and Aragon, the rulership of Spain was concentrated 
in a single hand. Charles was able to depress the towns as Fer¬ 
dinand had crushed the nobles, and his son Philip II, made the 
authority of the crown, exercised as it was through a numerous 
corps of officials, more effective than that in any other European 
state. Moreover, the long struggle with the Moors had availed 
to make the Spanish kings the champions of the faith as well as the 
rulers of the land, and thus the influence of the Church was always 
exerted on the side of the crown. Little bothered by his cortes, 
Philip II taxed his subjects as he pleased; and his military power, 
based on a paid soldiery rather than on irregular feudal levies, gave 
him a power over his people that was only once challenged. 

France and Spain, indeed, furnish us with our example of the 
modem state evolving as an absolute monarchy—a pattern which 
all the other great Continental powers were to follow. But we 
must note that the making of England did not proceed along quite 
the same lines, but gives us instead an exception that was to 
have an important bearing on the position of the individual in 
English society. In England there existed from the time of the 
Norman Conquest the same feudal institutions we have noticed on 
the Continent; they were introduced, in fact, by William, the 
Conqueror, who, as duke of Normandy, was a vassal of the French 
king, and knew no other system of maintaining order. But in 
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distributing the lands of the conquered natives among his followers 
he was fortunate in two respects. Most of the fiefs which he granted 
were widely scattered, and no one of these could readily become a 
menace to the royal power. Moreover, he kept the lion's share 
himself, and was thus less dependent on his vassals for financial 
aid, while he also inherited from his Anglo-Saxon predecessors the 
duty of protecting commerce and the consequent privilege of*levy- 
ing duties on foreign trade. It happened also that intermittently 
at least the crown was represented by strong kings, who were able 
through their own officials to build up a machinery of justice under 
the royal supervision. Even when the royal power temporarily 
broke down under John and Henry III in the thirteenth century 
the feudal barons made no attempt to grasp at independence but 
merely tried—and not successfully—to operate the government 
themselves. By that time the need of a strong central power, able 
to maintain order, was becoming more and more recognized not 
only by the baronage but by the middle class as well, both of 
whom had financial interest in the wool trade—the barons as sheep- 
raisers and the merchants as dealers in fabrics. It was this union of 
barons and burghers that created the English parliament, which 
in its continuous vigor became the bulwark of the limited mon¬ 
archy—a monarchy not less active because it was limited. Thus 
England remained an organic unit without requiring the tie of 
absolute monarchy to prevent disruption. 

But elsewhere it was through the simpler concept of the develop¬ 
ment and extension of the royal authority that the various political 
units were welded into one. Yet in France, for example, if the 
concept itself was simple, the process of carrying it out had ob¬ 
viously been difficult. Undermining the power of the nobles had 
been a long and ceaseless struggle, not unbroken at times by 
periods of apparent defeat. The elimination of the greater nobles 
through the extension of the royal domain, though the process 
had been slow, was, perhaps, the most effective means of consolidat¬ 
ing the royal power. Through a failure of heirs a vassal dukedom 
would customarily pass to the crown, and this without any offense 
to feudal principles. Marriage was another means of acquiring 
such a fief; still another was conquest (justified sometimes by 
treason, which was a “royal case"). From the twelfth through the 
fifteenth century the royal domain grew at intervals until it 
coincided with the whole kingdom of France. It was then that 
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royal officials were resident throughout the land. Insofar as the 
people of France came to recognize one law, the king’s law, France 
had become a modem state. 

(*) Eco- It is important to notice that this process of political amalgama- 

aapecta tion had also its economic side. The arbitrary conduct of the 
medieval towns, freed substantially from feudal control, had often 
stood in the way of the economic in or rest of larger areas, giving 
precedence rather to local considerations. Neighboring towns 
were as jealous of each other as nations later became; outsiders, 
viewed as “foreigners,” were seldom allowed the privileges which 
citizens themselves enjoyed; and often the rural population, less 
organized than the town, was quite at the latter’s mercy when it 
brought its wheat or wool to be exchanged for industrial products. 1 
In Germany one finds a constant struggle between various leagues 
of towns and neighboring princes until in most instances the 
monopolies exercised by the towns, the diversion of trade in their 
own interest, and, in short, the stubbornness of a local economy 
had to give way more and more to the territorial power of a rising 
state. Some towns managed to preserve their political freedom for 
many centuries, but their economic independence was gradually 
shattered. 2 In France, where the king soon saw in the export trade 
a source of revenue and hence wanted commodities to move as 
freely as possible, the political subordination of the towns was 
perhaps inevitable. This process has been noted. After a time the 
king arrogated to himself the right to allow or prohibit fairs, often 
using their lucrative trade as a source of taxation, and there were 
many royal ordinances directly affecting industry and commerce. 
Side by side with this invasion of town autonomy went attacks on 
the coining rights of the great nobles. Louis IX had been fairly 
successful in giving the royal coins a greater currency than that of 
his vassals; and several kings aimed at a common coinage as well 
as a uniform system of weights and measures, but apparently the 
royal power was unable to surmount the force of local resistance. 
Along other lines the crown was more successful. From the thir¬ 
teenth century on it often drew revenue from taxes on exports 8 as 

* One gathers, however, from Professor Gras (An Introduction to Economic His¬ 
tory) that this was much less true of western than of central Europe, where the 
German scholar, Schmoller, has laid great emphasis on the friction between town 
and country. 

* The gradual decay of the Hanseatic League furnishes an excellent example. 

1 The general substitution of a tax on imports for one on exports only took place 
when the force of international competition made itself felt. At least by the reign 
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well as from other levies on commerce. Some kings prohibited the 
export of the precious metals in order to conserve the small supply 
that was then available. After the issue of the Hundred Years' 

War had been decided the crown could give more attention to its 
broader economic interests. Charles VII was very active in the 
promotion of commerce, tried to improve some of the ports, and 
made a point of giving protection to French merchants in foreign 
countries. His successor, Louis XI, not only established the silk 
industry in France but promoted trade with the East by decreeing 
that wares from the Levant might be imported only in French 
vessels. Yet, in general, the French seaports conducted their 
commerce as they saw fit without the government’s help or hin¬ 
drance; for commercial policy was still primarily municipal rather 
than national. Indeed, it was not till the? French Revolution—and 
in some cases even later—that the towns were entirely assimilated 
to a national economy. 

The events which led the modern state to a more direct interest influence 
in commerce were the great discoveries, which, as we have seen, ^natwanoe 
were a phase of the Renaissance. It was but natural that the 
lucrative trade of Venice with the East should have spurred the 
ambition of princes to realize some of this wealth. When it ap¬ 
peared that gold could be found in distant lands, there was an 
additional incentive for pioneering, for the scarcity of precious 
metals, aggravated by the fact that there was a constant drain of 
specie to the East to pay for its products, had greatly hampered 
the conduct of business transactions. 1 We shall not tell at length 
the familiar story of the explorations. The Portuguese, after dis¬ 
covering gold in Africa, eventually rounded the Cape of Good 
Hope, and opened the water route to India. The products of the 
East, hitherto so expensive because of monopoly prices as well as 
by reason of the pillage of caravans or the even greater cost of 
placating the native chiefs in Egypt, were now procurable in the 
West in greater quantities and at much less cost—a fact which 
naturally inspired other countries to follow in the wake of Portugal 
The Spaniards sailed west for the same objective, and found, to 
their astonishment, a new world. While the Dutch trailed the 

of Louis XI the idea of national self-sufficiency had found expression, and the trend 
of commercial opinion seems to show that by the end of the sixteenth century 
France was ready for the protectionist (mercantilist) attitude of the seventeenth. 

1 This does not argue, of oourse, that gold was not mainly sought for its own 
Intrinsic value and peculiar attractiveness. 
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Portuguese, the English and French sought India by the northwest 
passage, and later opened the continent of North America. The 
halcyon days of Venice were now permanently at an end. Com¬ 
merce had ceased to be primarily municipal; it had come to be 
once for all national. The scope of the modern state had thereby 
become enlarged, for over-sea trade, soon to become colonial trade, 
had now become an interest of national governments. 

There were other ways, however, by which the Renaissance—if 
we use the term broadly—promoted the development of the modem 
state. The printing of books in the vernacular developed more 
easily a national culture with its unifying influence; while in 
external affairs the influence of the Renaissance also had its 
effect, as will be noted. 

influence And finally we must point out that the Religious Revolution had 

Reformation an important political result. Apart from the relations of different 
monarchs with the papacy, which we shall consider presently, the 
ecclesiastical organization in many Protestant states was placed 
under the headship of the crown. Thus, in general, to the Protes¬ 
tant princes was ascribed a new prerogative: that of determining 
their subjects* religion. And in all states there was a tendency to 
regard one uniform faith as necessary to autocratic rule. The 
union of Church and State, wherever it occurred, meant, in effect, 
a further enlargement of the scope of the modern state. Church 
matters came within its purview to a certain extent along with 
political and economic affairs. 

Yet there is little doubt that the religious question, producing as 
it did a schism in Christendom, did much more to weaken the 
modem state than strengthen it. Indeed, religious hatred, allying 
itself with feudalism, challenged, in some cases, the work of 
several centuries of plodding development. The details of this 
crisis we shall leave to the next section, not because it logically 
belongs there, but rather because the Wars of Religion are im¬ 
portant in another connection and the story can best be told as 
one continuous drama. It was not until the seventeenth century 
that France was able to build anew her shattered political edifice. 

Thus far we have been concerned with the making of the modem 
state as an institution with the exclusive right of ordering the 
lives of its subjects, this exclusive right or sovereignty being vested 
as a rule in a monarch. But there were a number of these organ- 
ions, and their number ran counter to another type of polity 
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against which they claimed sovereignty. It is thus to the external 
relations of the modern state that we must now turn. 

External Aspects— The Fabric of Europe 

The incorporation of all men under a law that will secure peace The Roman 
among them is an idea to conjure with. Its nearest approximation un^erLl 
has been the empire of Rome, which comprised almost all of the empire 
civilized world, and nearly all the terra cognifio, that is, the land 
known to the Romans. Within this vast domain, governed by the 
Roman emperor through his functionaries, every man was a Roman 
citizen; and for many centuries the pox Roman a, the Roman peace, 
kept order within its midst. Such an ideal of universal empire was 
not, perhaps, inherently impracticable at that time, for there was 
but one main fount of civilization, and while there doubtless were 
materials for making different nations, they lacked the breath of 
life which could only come from a civilization inherent in them¬ 
selves. At all events, after the Roman Empire had succumbed to 
the barbarian invasions, there emerged out of its wreckage po¬ 
tential nationalities, the Spaniards, French, English, etc., though 
it was long before these different elements could be really called 
self-conscious, and the crude kingdoms of the Middle Ages did not 
even follow a definite linguistic pattern, being largely the creations 
of circumstance. On the other hand, there rose an institution, 
claiming a species of universality on the lines of the Roman Empire. 

This was the Universal Church. 

If feudalism produced a state more indigenous to the Middle The Church 
Ages in the sense that it was peculiar to that age, the Church, exponent of 
though a replica of a more ancient institution, was decidedly the 
most vigorous organism of that age. It was through its influence 
the one really unifying element in Christendom, and it gave the 
western world a degree of unity it had not enjoyed since the fall 
of Rome. To begin with, it employed one language, Latin, the 
sole medium for the written word as long as Churchmen alone were 
literate. It was through that common language of learning that 
men from all corners of the relatively civilized world could com¬ 
municate with one another, and thus may be explained the cos¬ 
mopolitan character of the medieval universities. Moreover, a 
man of the lowest estate was able then to acquire within the 
kindly folds of the Church the best education of his day. Inciden¬ 
tally it is interesting to note that such a man might rise to the 
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position of highest eminence; for, even though the Church became 
largely Italian in policy, it remained (and still remains) a socially 
democratic institution, and, as such, was quite unique in the Middle 
Ages. But the Medieval Church was not only—nor was it pri¬ 
marily—the center of Western culture. It shaped men's religious 
beliefs and it gave them moral instruction. For many centuries 
its religious monopoly was hardly questioned; while the extent of 
its moral influence is well illustrated by the “Truce of God”— 
that experiment by which feudal nobles were persuaded to abstain 
from fighting at certain intervals. The Church had also much of 
the character of a state, for it was composed of a vast hierarchy of 
officials, collecting taxes, judging offenses, and even organizing 
armies. While it had direct authority only over the clergy, it 
ruled in many matters touching the laity, since questions con¬ 
cerning marriage (which was a sacrament) and wills were within 
the cognizance of the ecclesiastical courts. There was therefore 
intellectual, religious, moral, and even a certain degree of political 
unity under the Church. It produced no counterpart of the pax 
Romana , but it was nevertheless a means of holding Christendom 
together. There is no more impressive example of the potent 
influence of the Church than its ability to send the worldly mon- 
archs of the West on a series of crusades to fight the enemies of the 
faith. 


The Holy 
Roman 
Empire as 
an exponent 
of the 
imperial 
idea 


But the Church was not the only representative of the Roman 
ideal of universal empire. As there reigned until 1453 a successor 
to the Roman emperors at Constantinople, it was but natural that 
the idea of restoring the Empire of the West should appeal to the 
imagination of the western world. For this and various other 
reasons Charlemagne, king of the Franks, was crowned emperor by 
the pope in the year 800. He had been a good friend of the papacy, 
like his father before him, and he was expected in his new r61e to 
be defender of the Church. There was the spiritual head and the 
temporal head, and the temporal sword was supposed to defend 
things spiritual in this temporal world. It may be added that 
Charlemagne's realm was so vast that his title seemed really 
justified by the actual extent of his power. Yet with the disintegra¬ 
tion of this empire under his successors this first experiment of a 
temporal overlordship came to an end. The honor of being emperor 
was bandied about among petty Italian princes and was con¬ 
sequently so cheapened that it lost all real significance. Finally 
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in the tenth century a king of Germany (one of the divisions into 
which Charlemagne's empire had fallen) aspired to restore the 
empire in his person, and in 962 was crowned emperor by the pope. 

This ruler, who bore the name of Otto I, thus founded the Holy 
Roman Empire, destined to last for nearly nine hundred years. 

It is an interesting fact that this secular revival of empire came The basic 
at a time when the papacy itself had fallen into dishonor. The fact 0 / the two 
that the pope had long been chosen by the clergy and people of 
Rome had naturally led to its becoming a political shuttle, and 
often the worst characters were able to snatch the mantle of 
St, Peter. Even a great pope like Gregory VII found his position 
as head of an august and universal church greatly hampered by the 
chronic turmoil at Rome, and though the institution of the college 
of cardinals in the eleventli century took the right of electing the 
pope out of the hands of the Roman mob, the papacy never became 
wholly free of local politics. It was primarily in self-defense that 
it came to devote so much attention to its territorial power and to 
subordinate its spiritual role to that of an Italian prince. On the 
other hand, the “holy Roman emperors," with all their solemn 
pretensions, had hardly a more solid basis for their own power. 

The Empire was already feudalized; its ruler was elected by a 
group of the greater nobles; he had no imperial domain; and he 
never came to exercise the full rights of sovereignty. Moreover, his 
imperial authority was not recognized even nominally outside of 
Germany and Italy. 

Yet the conception of universal empire proved wonderfully 
tenacious. The medieval mind liked to think of the kingdom of 
God on earth being administered by two vicegerents, divinely 
authorized to play their respective r61es, one as head of the Church, 
the other as head of the State. It was the supreme example of how 
theology was mixed up with politics as with everything else in the 
Middle Ages. But the test of such a polity was whether it could 
work. In the first place, could the dual leadership function har¬ 
moniously and effectively? In the second place, could it exercise 
its authority in Christendom at large? 

It is«.obvious that there must have been questions of disputed Causes of 
jurisdiction between these two lords of Christendom. Where did f/t^ llap8e 
the spiritual prerogatives end, and the temporal prerogatives 
begin? The question of who should have the patronage of eccle¬ 
siastical offices, which under the feudal system had come to include 
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land held as fiefs of a temporal prince, was the chief rock on which 
the dual leadership came to grief. We shall not review the famous 
investiture controversy. Suffice it to say that the struggle pre¬ 
vented any stable co-operation between Church and State and in 
the end was damaging to both. In the thick of the quarrel the 
question of who by moral right was superior—pope or emperor— 
seems singularly futile. The papal contention that it held the 
Empire of the West by virtue of the gift of the Emperor Constan¬ 
tine (the famous “Donation of Constantine’’) was not then known 
to rest upon a forgery, but there were plenty of biblical passages to 
support the imperial claims of ruling by divine right. Such a 
theory, while it had been first advanced by the popes in respect to 
their own authority, was too impressive a pretension not to be 
grasped at by the emperors. In any case it was the emperors who 
first were compelled to succumb to the weight of realities. Though 
usually crowned by the popes (the last instance was in 1536), the 
emperors never effectively established their hold upon Italy, and, 
by chasing this glittering bauble, they steadily lost ground even in 
Germany. In vain the great poet, Dante, looked to this universal 
sovereign, the emperor, ruling by Roman law, as the symbol and 
embodiment of law and justice in the world—and incidentally 
as the cure for Italy’s woes; it was long before his day that the 
imperial power was doomed. Yet the papacy itself was not much 
more fortunate. Though the career of Innocent III in the thir¬ 
teenth century brought its political influence to its height, the 
r61e of dictating to monarchs by fighting them with spiritual 
weapons, 1 and that of receiving whole kingdoms as fiefs of papal 
Rome, were chiefly due to the ability of a single pope and the 
relative weakness of the secular princes of his day. In any case the 
pope’s claim to temporal overlordship could not long endure in the 
face of the rise of the modern state. It was this new force which 
was to shatter the dreams of universal empire. The Renaissance 
and Reformation completed the process of its extinction. 

It was the question of the extent of its jurisdiction that brought 
the papacy into conflict with the monarchies of the West. The 
English kings of the eleventh and twelfth centuries had insisted 
upon controlling the appointments of the higher clergy and had 
vigorously combated the power of the Church courts with their 
handling of appeals to Rome. In France these same questions 

* Such m excommunication and the interdict. 
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arose much later (after the power of the papacy had been humbled); 
and when relations with the papacy did actually become acute, 
the issue was financial. It was but natural that needy monarchs, 
held back by feudal custom from exercising unlimited taxing 
power, should cast their greedy eyes on the vast wealth of the 
Church. In the last decade of the thirteenth century both Edward I 
of England and Philip the Fair of France determined to lay imposts 
on the clergy despite their traditional immunity. Sometimes, it is 
true, the pope had allowed the clergy to be taxed when support of a 
crusade was required, but such a precedent was not supposed to 
mean the right to continue the practice. In response to these royal 
encroachments, mentioned above, Fope Boniface VIII issued his 
bull Clerich Laicos, forbidding the imposition of lay assessments of 
any sort on the persons and property of the clergy. Edward I, to 
whom the bull was also addressed, replied by proclaiming the 
clergy outside the law, with the result that Church property was so 
badly plundered that the papacy was forced to yield. Philip, for 
his part, not only held his point but forbade his clergy to pay any 
taxes to Rome. The struggle became increasingly bitter till in 
1302 the bull Unarn Sanctam defined the position of the Church in 
an extreme form, alleging that the temporal power was subject 
to the spiritual and that the spiritual was accountable to God 
alone. “We declare , assert, define, and pronounce it necessary,” 
declared the Pope, “for the salvation of every human being that he 
must yield obedience to the Roman pontiff.” The final outcome 
was the arrest of the aged pope by an emissary of Philip's with the 
help of some of the former’s rebellious vassals, and he died soon 
afterward probably as a result of the shock. Then followed the 
removal of the papacy to Avignon, a possession on the border of 
France, where it was sometimes no more than an instrument of the 
French king. At all events, with Boniface VIII the medieval idea 
of the papacy exercising a universal authority was definitely 
exploded. 

For the modem state, with its pretension to supreme power, 
this was a notable triumph. It is true that the papacy did not lose 
its right to collect money from all the clergy, and that the immunity 
of the clergy from taxation was usually respected, though the 
French crown often solicited and received subsidies from time to 
time; but in most countries the existence of the Church as a state 
within a state ( imperium in imperio) was steadily undermined. 
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The 

"national” 

Hate 


In France (and in England as well) more and more cases which 
had been reserved to the ecclesiastical courts were transferred to 
the royal tribunals or at least subjected to their interference. 
Practical questions growing out of marriage and inheritance were 
brought within the competence of the royal courts, and even cases 
of clerical crime, with the exception of minor offenses, came to be 
judged by the king's tribunals. In both England and France, and 
to a large extent in Spain also, the national Church became admin¬ 
istratively independent of the papacy. Indeed in France this 
process was aided by the attitude of the clergy themselves, who, 
usually giving their primary allegiance to the crown, came to be 
known as the “Gallican Church 1 ”—-the product of resentment 
against papal interference. Had certain circumstances been other¬ 
wise, it might have been quite easy for the Church of France to 
parallel that of England and completely sever its bonds with papal 
authority. 

Have we not, then, some evidence of a new spirit gradually 
permeating the modern state? It is interesting to observe that 
when Philip called an estates general to back him in his struggle 
with the pope, this moral approval was heartily given. Making 
all due allowance for the effects of royal coercion, have we not, 
after all, an exhibition of a national spirit, a manifestation of 
nationalism? Are we not justified in speaking of a “national” 
state, defending the dignity of its ruler in a struggle with an outside 
power? Yes, vaguely the state was in the process of becoming 
national in the sense of beginning to feel a self-reliance that was 
based on common interests and common customs, just as vaguely 
it was becoming “modem” in the sense that it was being brought 
under one law. Largely the two went hand in hand. While the 
annexation of Toulouse to the French crown meant the incorpora¬ 
tion of a people with quite a distinct culture, its assimilation to the 
“French type” quickly followed on its political amalgamation. 
It is undoubtedly true that class spirit was still stronger than 
national spirit; yet Englishmen considered themselves quite su¬ 
perior to Frenchmen and looked upon them as aliens, and the 
French came to feel a spontaneous longing to rid their soil of the 
English. Nationalism as an emotion was only in its faint begin¬ 
nings; generally it was dormant; but in times of stress a people 
could be awakened to a sense of its birthright and determined to 
defend it. Sueh, indeed, was the case of the Scotch, who developed 
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a national feeling in their resistance to English invasions. Some¬ 
times one is reminded of a family whose members, possessed of 
different temperaments, often quarrel among themselves, yet stand 
as one against an enemy outside. So it was with the Spaniards, 
broken up into different compartments by the character of their 
country and sometimes differing in language, yet welded into a 
nation by the long and bitter struggle with the Moors. Even among 
a people as disorganized as the Germans a national feeling asserted 
itself in Luther’s struggle with the papacy. In the English people, 
living as they did on an island, and working out institutions that 
were peculiar to themselves, a feeling of proud contempt for other 
nations was early manifested. 

The Renaissance did much to develop the potentialities of na¬ 
tionalism, and insofar as it weakened the unity of the Church, 
intellectual and moral, it redounded to the advantage of the 
State—whether we look upon the State as the embodiment of a 
nation or the instrument of a monarch for his private ends. The 
very fact that a king of France (“eldest daughter of the Church,” 
as she was fondly called) would form an alliance with a prince of 
Islam, against which the Church had once dispatched the leading 
princes of Christendom, including, indeed, several kings of France, 
well demonstrated the change in spiritual values that had taken 
place in three centuries. One must, however, guard against the 
impulse to exaggerate. In the sixteenth century the papacy, by 
reason of its theoretical detachment, had still considerable prestige. 
Now and then it held the scales between contending monarchs; 
its arbitration was sometimes sought in political quarrels; and its 
partition of the world between Spain and Portugal—-which was 
seriously respected by these rivals—showed that even after it had 
degenerated into a normally unaggressivc Italian power, the papacy 
could still loom high in public affairs. But the Renaissance, in 
placing the temporal above the spiritual, was sharpening the moral 
division of Christendom, and shifting the center of gravity from 
Rome to other centers of political life. Nowhere does one find a 
more eloquent example of the political trend than in Machiavelli’s 
The Prince . For this famous Italian theorist, the State, typified 
by the prince, should dominate society. The plain spirit of his 
teaching was that anything that served the interest of the State 
was justifiable* Since the Christian religion taught meekness and 
generosity as cardinal virtues, it was dangerous to the power, and 
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hence inimical to the progress, of the State. For the ruler, at least, 
morality was nought else but “reasons of state.” Intended merely 
to promote the unity of Italy under a single head, The Prince be¬ 
came the gospel of unscrupulous sovereigns, already prompted by 
the individualistic spirit of the Renaissance, and conscious of their 
power. Furthermore, the art of diplomacy, long practiced so 
successfully by the Italians, became a model for western Europe 
with the spread of Italian culture. Spain under Ferdinand the 
Catholic, France under Francis I, and England under the Tudors 
organized ministries of foreign affairs and sent resident ambassa¬ 
dors to foreign courts after the manner practiced by Venice. But 
there were also ways in which the influence of the Renaissance 
touched more directly what we have called the “national state.” 
The printing of books and other writings in the vernacular not only 
had the effect of reducing provincial differences by the creation in 
some countries of an official language, but also, as we have said, 
gave rise to a national culture, which sometimes, as in the case of 
Shakespeare, became a conscious vehicle of patriotism. And so, 
although class interests remained predominant and kings generally 
followed their personal whims and most of the people were still 
illiterate, yet we have something more than the germs of national 
states. We have forces strong enough to assert themselves effec¬ 
tively against any claim to universal dominion. 

Influence If, then, the Church was no longer able to exercise political 

Refomation control and had only a partial allegiance from its own caste; if it 
no longer enjoyed intellectual or spiritual ascendancy; little re¬ 
mained but the monopoly of religious belief to suggest its claims to 
universal empire. This at least gave it still some political influence, 
and was the one remaining element which tied Christendom to¬ 
gether. It was this one remaining tie which the Reformation 
snapped. 

The We may recall how the Church stood on the defensive in the 

Beacfan: cariy stages of the Religious Revolution. Many of its leading prel¬ 
aw'™ ates had been well aware that a reformation was needed, and we 
know that the efforts of general councils to bring about reform 
“both in head and members” had largely foundered on the quar¬ 
rels of national monarchs, whose clergy were often intractable— 
another evidence of the weakening of the Church by the new 
forces. Parallel with the Lutheran struggle in Germany there waa 
much discussion of the question of holding another general council 
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(it was the favorite dream of the Emperor Charles V), and numer¬ 
ous efforts were made—three in Germany and one in France—to 
find a common ground whereon the Protestants might come back 
to Mother Church. The ravages of schism were, however, far too 
deep to make it possible to reinforce a tottering structure. When 
the Council of Trent finally met (about the middle of the sixteenth 
century), it was in no spirit of compromise, but rather to accept 
the schism as a fact, and to heal it—if it coUlu be healed—either 
by making the Church itself a clear and incisive force, morally 
reformed, and better able to revive once more the loyalty of the 
lost or indifferent, or else, if preaching arid example should fail, by 
trying the expedient of force. Such was the purpose and such the 
spirit of the so-called Counter-Reformation. 

Because reformation was but one instrument in this crusade, 
the term, Counter-Reformation is less historically suitable than 
Catholic Reaction. There is no reason to doubt the sincerity of 
the reformation aspect as an object in itself, but it seems to merge 
in the larger effort to roll back the tide of Protestantism. The 
Catholic Reaction was a movement to turn the pendulum back 
and recover the lost ground. Its spirit came from Spain, that 
country least affected by the Renaissance, most given to mystical 
fancies and chivalrous devotion, most zealous for the raising of 
moral standards among the clergy, and, perhaps because of the 
long struggles for the faith, most loyal to the teachings of the 
Church. It was a medieval spirit in a sense, unbending in its 
attitude toward the critical spirit of the day, yet showing much of 
that selfless, unworldly temper that was so charming a character¬ 
istic of the Middle Ages. It was perhaps best exemplified in 
Cardinal Caraffa, who, though of Neapolitan birth and oddly 
enough a hater of Spain (because of her hold on southern Italy), was 
nevertheless impressed by the success of a monastic revival which 
he had witnessed himself in Spain. When he later became pope as 
Paul IV, he represented both aspects of the movement—the 
rooting out of clerical abuses and the extirpation of heresy. The 
spiritual leadership of the movement was to be vested in a reformed 
and refortified papacy, the first exponent of which—though a 
weaker character—had been Paul III, who began his pontificate in 
1536 and was the pope who was induced to call a general council. 
But the influence of Spain, whose ruler, Charles V, had forced this 
convocation, was the really dominant factor. And it was this 
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Instrument a 


The Wars of 
Religion 


influence that was personified in the Society or Company of Jesus 
—otherwise known as the Jesuits. 

The Jesuits were the most potent agents of the Catholic Re¬ 
action. Founded by an able Spanish zealot, who had once been a 
knight, Ignatius Loyola, this order received the sanction of Pope 
Paul III in 1542, and, bound by a special oath of obedience to the 
pope, came to be known as the “militia of the holy see.” They 
were prepared, indeed, to go wherever he sent them “at once, 
unconditionally, without question, and mthout reward.” Or¬ 
ganized like an army, rigorously trained both morally and in¬ 
tellectually for their task, and carrying the virtue of devotion to 
the point of self-abnegation, they went about their labors, teach¬ 
ing, preaching, and winning the hearts of thousands through the in¬ 
timacy of the confessional; and to them may be ascribed the chief 
triumphs of the Catholic Reaction. They won back for the faith 
a large part of southern Germany, as well as Poland, and the 
very hatred which they incurred from their enemies was an evi¬ 
dence of their capacity. As instruments of the Catholic Reaction, 
they were far more effective than the inquisition, first revived in 
Spain, and later in Rome (by Paul III), which obviously had little 
to do in countries where heresy had taken no root. The other 
weapon of force, the armies of a secular prince, was somewhat more 
effective, but, as we shall presently see, did little more than set a 
limit on Protestant success. The platform of the movement was 
to be found in the decrees of the Council of Trent, which not only 
provided for a better disciplined and better educated clergy and 
stigmatized certain abuses, but reasserted in definite form the 
theological position of the Church, and reaffirmed, in effect, 1 the 
sovereign position of the pope in its governance. Thus the Church 
—Roman now, much more than universal—was morally and 
materially consolidated. Despite some quarreling between the 
popes and the leading secular leaders of the movement, the Catho¬ 
lic Reaction showed remarkable zeal and unity of purpose. 

It was the Catholic Reaction, brought into collision with the 
Protestant Revolt, which produced the so-called Wars of Religion 
—a struggle which engulfed most of Christendom, and pursued its 
weary course until human nature seemed almost to turn from 

1 Th© pope was given the sole right of interpreting the Tridentine decrees (the 
decrees of the Council of Trent). A general council of the Church did not meet 
again until 1869. 
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religion itself as the source of spiritual guidance, and political 
interests, coming more and more to the fore, made capital out of the 
struggle for their own ends. In some places this wracking conflict 
threatened to disrupt the modern state. In France the Calvinist 
or “Huguenot” 1 nobility used the religious question as a means 
of weakening the royal power in an effort to bring back the feudal 
state—an eventuality which seemed only too imminent as the 
last of the Valois kings were notoriously weak. The Religious 
Wars in France, which began in 1562 and lasted intermittently 
till 1598, brought the country to the verge of ruin. It was in vain 
that a “national” party, the so-called “Poliljques,” had tried to 
end the struggle by provoking a war with Spain; most of the nobles 
still gratified their taste for private war; and after the heretic 
Henry of Navarre became the legitimate ruler of France, the 
Catholic nobility, aided from without by the Catholic Reaction, 
represented the cause of feudalism as the Huguenot nobles had 
done. It was to prevent the possible accession of a heretic to the 
throne—which in those days would presumably have meant a 
heretic France—that Philip II of Spain had intervened. Already 
this prince had tried to dethrone the English queen, Elizabeth; and, 
if we consider the many plots against her throne as well as the 
existence of a large Catholic minority in her realm, it seems al¬ 
most a miracle that England came through this stormy period 
without a civil war. Spain herself was also a victim of the struggle, 
for the Dutch, under the enlightened leadership of William of 
Orange, and with timely aid from Elizabeth, successfully won their 
independence. Here again religion was not the only factor; for 
the Dutch revolt was a nationalist uprising against an alien ruler, 
Philip of Spain. 

Philip II was one of the most tragic failures in history. Pains¬ 
taking to the point of meticulousness, tenacious to the point of not 
knowing when he was beaten, inflexibly devoted to the Church, 
but morose, secretive, and suspicious of ail his ablest servants, he 
was an impossible man for an impossible task—the exercise of 
Spain's supremacy in Europe for the recovery of western Europe 
for the Church. Even the wealth of the new world provided only an 
inflated greatness, for Spain had few industries, and fanaticism 
soon extirpated her most industrious element—the Moriscos of 

1 The name " Huguenots ” was probably a French corruption of the Germar 
word, Eidgenossen (confederates), used of the Swiss Protestants. 
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Andalusia. The only tangible success to Philip's credit—and it 
belongs more to his general, Alexander of Parma—was the re¬ 
covery of the southern provinces of the Netherlands, which had 
joined the northern provinces in revolt. Elsewhere he merely 
squandered the resources of his country to no purpose. He lost the 
northern provinces of the Netherlands to the revolting Dutch; 
the great fleet which he sent against England was scattered or 
sunk; and he was powerless to keep the tolerant Henry of Navarre 
from the French throne. He is an interesting example of a mediocre 
man, called upon by circumstances to play a r61e which was in¬ 
herently impossible of success. 

But the disruptive character of the religious wars was not con¬ 
fined to western Europe. They involved the Holy Roman Empire, 
and revealed to the fullest extent the impotence of that ruler who 
theoretically aspired to universal dominion. 'We may recall that 
even in Germany the emperor had never been anything but a 
feudal overlord, and even as such his power had steadily dimin¬ 
ished. The Hapsburg emperors, who had successively worn the 
imperial crown since 1372, drew all their actual strength from their 
hereditary possessions, such as Austria and other states which 
they held as fiefs of the empire. As emperor, the Hapsburg ruler 
was wholly dependent upon his vassals, who, meeting periodically 
in the diet, occasionally voted money or raised contingents for 
imperial defense, but more often refused to do either. Left without 
any really effective central government, the empire lapsed into 
chronic anarchy. The only elements of order were certain princes, 
lay or ecclesiastical, who, though theoretically vassals of the em¬ 
peror, were practically independent. Nowhere was the right of 
private warfare so freely indulged in; and it was a proof of the 
hollowness of the empire that the common means of defending 
the peace was a league of towns and princes, which functioned 
quite outside the imperial machinery to protect itself against the 
prevailing disorders. In a country, already aflame the religious 
question added just so much more fuel to the fire. In Luther's 
day, as we have noticed, a formidable uprising of the peasants 
took place—a terrible proof of the impotence of a feudal state. 
Yet the least thing that the princes desired was an increase in 
the imperial power. When the Emperor Charles V was sus~ 
pected of trying, with the aid of Spanish troops, to make himself a 
sovereign, all princes, whether Catholic or Protestant combined 
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against him, and the result was that famous compromise, the 
Peace of Augsburg. 

The Peace of Augsburg (1555) was supposed to solve the re¬ 
ligious question—not because anyone believed in toleration (with 
few exceptions, such as Montaigne, no one in that age believed in 
freedom of conscience as a matter of principle), but rather because 
political considerations seemed to the German princes more im¬ 
portant than religious. It was the same spirit which had animated 
the Politiques, and the same also which had moved William the 
Silent in his efforts to bind all Netherlands, whatever their 
faith, in a common resistance to Spain. Viewed as a pacific solu¬ 
tion, the Peace of Augsburg rested on a kind of religious balance. 
The strength of the Catholic and Lutheran princes was then about 
equal. Yet, since according to the terms of the Peace a prince 
might change his religion and carry his subjects with him, the 
balance was at best precarious, especially as the ecclesiastical prin¬ 
cipalities were in their nature not hereditary, and there were no 
really adequate means for preventing Protestant influences from 
capturing the cathedral chapters which chose these bishops or 
archbishops. 1 By 1570 a number of these important states had 
become secularized, while in many of the secular Catholic prin¬ 
cipalities heresy had taken root, largely through the indifference of 
the Catholic princes during a period of comparative peace. Fi¬ 
nally, it must be recalled that the imperial government had no 
machinery with which to enforce the Peace of Augsburg when 
either side violated it. The failure of the religious peace was every¬ 
where manifest. 

Such was the situation when the Catholic Reaction entered 
Germany. For a militant movement such as this the opportunity 
was peculiarly favorable. The strength of the Protestant cause had 
lain very largely in its ability to make capital out of the abuses in 
the Church; now, however, the Church was at last reformed; and, 

1 The secularisation of Church lands within a prince’s dominions was supposed 
to have been ended by the Peace of Augsburg. The secularisation of the ecclesias¬ 
tical principalities was supposed to have been prevented by the Ecclesiastical 
Reservation (a supplement to the Peace), which required a bishop or archbishop 
Who held of the emperor to resign if he became a Protestant. Unhappily for the 
Catholic cause, no provision had been made for insuring that a cathedral chapter 
should remain Catholic, and if it chose a Protestant as bishop, the latter, having no 
right to perform ecclesiastical functions, became simply and solely an hereditary 
secular prince. Christian IV of Denmark had his son chosen “bishop*' in a number 
of ecclesiastical principalities, and the electors of Brandenburg were also very 
active in this process. 
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in general, its theology was hardly less intelligible to the common 
man than the dogmas which Luther had taught, while the beauty 
of the Catholic ritual had all its old appeal. Moreover, there were 
quarrels among the Protestants themselves, especially between 
Lutherans and Calvinists (the latter having no standing under the 
Peace), which glaringly contrasted with that unity of spirit dis¬ 
played by the Catholic Reaction. More and more, as the result of 
conversions—in which the Jesuits played their part—or of evic¬ 
tions, the Catholic princes recovered their hold on the religious 
life of their states. It would only be a question of time when the 
forces of reaction would be turned against the Protestant despoilers 
of the Church lands. Several times Germany narrowly escaped the 
outbreak of religious war, as the contending parties fought for 
control of an imperial town or a principality. Finally in 1618 the 
Bohemians, who were Lutheran in leanings, raised the standard of 
revolt against their king, who was none other than the Emperor 
himself; and thus began the greatest and most terrible of the 
religious struggles—the Thirty Years’ War. After the fires of 
religious war had burned themselves out in the rest of Europe, they 
had become enkindled in that country which had long been a tinder 
box of hatred, greed, and anarchy. 

We shall give but little space to the complicated story of this 
struggle. Begun as a local sedition, it soon became a civil war, and 
finally became European in scope. Though the religious factor was 
very strong at first, especially as regards the Calvinists, who were 
outlaws under the provisions of the Peace, the Thirty Years’ 
War was predominantly a political struggle. Since the Hapsburgs 
had numerous and scattered dominions, all their enemies, whether 
Catholic or Protestant, were soon arrayed against them. The 
Lutheran princes were chiefly concerned with keeping their secular¬ 
ized lands and bought neutrality (for a time) from the Emperor 
while he and his allies turned their guns upon the Calvinists. 
Foreign princes, like the kings of Denmark and Sweden, were 
mostly concerned with aggrandizing themselves at the expense of a 
land which had apparently lost all means of defense. All Germany 
was engulfed before the war was finally ended, and in some places, 
such as Bohemia, the Catholic Reaction-was very severe. Once 
indeed it looked as if the Emperor might, with the aid of his 
accomplished general, Wallenstein, make himself a sovereign by 
virtue of the army at his disposal. But Ferdinand II was unequal 
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to so bold a conception (in fact, he always looked upon the struggle 
as primarily religious), and in the end he gave way to the jealous 
fears of the Catholic princes, who insisted on the downfall of his 
instrument. Yet the character of Wallenstein himself is such a 
puzzle that one cannot be certain that with all his political acumen 
and religious tolerance he would ever have shown the capacity for 
making a united imperial Germany. Judging him by contrast with 
other leaders, he deserves credit for having organized a fairly well 
disciplined army, supporting itself largely by requisitions. Much 
of the fighting, unhappily, was carried on by mercenary bands, 
caring for nothing at all but plunder and ra\ aging everything in 
sight. It was for this reason chieffy that the Thirty Years’ War 
ranks probably as the most devastating conflict in modem history. 

Politically the Thirty Years’ War was, to all intents and pur- a new 
poses, the finishing blow to the Holy Roman Empire. Though that Europe 
organism lasted in theory down to Napoleon, its feeble elements of 
authority were completely paralyzed by the struggle and the 
German princes were now independent in all but name. Reli¬ 
giously the war had ended in a compromise. The right of the prince 
to choose his religion (Calvinism being now added to the range of 
selection) was confirmed by the Peace of Westphalia (1648), and 
geographically that was to mean that north Germany remained 
Protestant and south Germany Catholic. In a larger significance 
it meant, of course, that the fruits of the Religious Revolution were 
not lost. But the chief result of the Thirty Years’ War from the 
political standpoint was the final dissolution of Christendom, con¬ 
ceived as a moral unit. Henceforth there would be national states 
which acknowledged no allegiance to the pope and would not even 
look to his influence to settle their numerous differences. Europe 
had lost her last species of solidarity. From now on the peace of 
Europe must rest on what has been called a sovereign state system. 
Various national states had gained in territory and power as a 
result of the struggle. They were sovereign in the sense that they 
owned no superior. Would they work out a new fabric of Europe, 
more effective than any form of universal empire, to keep the 
world at peace? 

It is interesting to notice that during the Thirty Years’ War 
lived and wrote the man who has been called the father of inter¬ 
national law, Hugo Grotius was a Dutchman who had become 
learned In jurisprudence and also knew something of politics from 
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personal experience. The argument of his great work, Concerning 
War and Peace (1625) was that society has an essential solidarity 
based on the innate sociability of man, and that this concept of 
“natural law” should direct the conduct of all nations. Though 
he specified the kinds of war which in his opinion were justifiable, 
he also discussed some practicable means of avoiding war. But he 
did not limit the sovereignty of the state or suggest any coercive 
power for enforcing the world's peace, and the merit of his work 
lies chiefly in an abstract ideal. Unfortunately his teachings—the 
direct antithesis of Machiavelli's—merely constituted a conception, 
on which the World has been slow to act. The only basis on which 
the statesmen of Europe endeavored to avert war, or at least to 
prevent any power from becoming strong enough to realize the 
dream of universal empire (which in itself might have prevented 
war) was the idea, long practiced among the squabbling states of 
Italy, namely the balance of power. The essence of this doctrine 
was that no one state should become so formidable as to endanger 
the independence of the others. If one threatened to become so 
strong, the others would have reason to combine against it. On the 
basis of this principle of an equilibrium of Europe the national 
states might try by diplomacy to adjust their differences, and the 
treaties which they made were supposed, at least in theory, to be 
binding on their signatories. But it is clear that international law 
was only in its beginnings; and the very triumph of the national 
state, sovereign within and without, as the basic political concep¬ 
tion of society, would make anything like a super-state, standing 
for peace and justice for them all, more difficult than ever of 
realization. In this respect the modern world has something to 
learn in principle from the Middle Ages. 

But most of the things we associate with the Middle Ages were 
doomed by the aggressive, pushful advance of human strength and 
human intellect. The three threads of progress which we have 
followed give us the approach to the modern world. In some ways 
they were interrelated. The rising self-confidence of the individual 
was at bottom the cause of the growth of the middle class, and the 
middle class assisted the evolution of the modern state, which be¬ 
came strong enough to puncture the dream of universal empire. 
It is a mistake, however, to portray the middle class, as some 
recent historians do, as running the modem state and exploiting it 
in their interest. Kings still generally chose their advisers from the 
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upper classes, and while they depended to some extent on the 
middle class to operate their governmental machinery, and while 
they realized the importance of economic interests and endeavored 
to promote them, the initiative in policy did not rest with the 
men of the towns. With negligible exceptions the modem state 
first evolves as an absolute monarchy, and most of its acts, good 
or bad, are attributable to kings and noblemen. Of all the forces 
of transition, that collective force, the state, will achieve the most 
striking triumphs of the seventeenth century, but, looking to the 
distant future, the genius of the individual in science, business, and 
politics has most to do with making our present society. 
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II. THE RISE OF BOURBON FRANCE 

1. THE WORK OF HENRY IV 

Conditions on the accession of Henry IV; Character (/ Henry IV; Work of 
restoration: (1) political, (2) economic; Foreign policy; Henry IV as the 
formulator of Bourbon policy. 

2. THE WORK OF RICHELIEU 

Importance of Richelieu; Accession to power; Character and methods; 
Repression of the Huguenots; Suppression of the nobles; Minor activities; 
Foreign policy: (1) objects aJhd preliminary measures, (2) intervention in the 
Thirty Years’ War. 


3. THE WORK OF MAZARIN 

Importance of Mazarin; Accession to power and character; The Fronde; 
Mazarin’s foreign policy. 

4. THE ZENITH OF THE BOURBON MONARCHY 
UNDER LOUIS XIV 

A. The Character of the Monarchy 

Royalty as a system: (1) political aspects, (2) economic aspects, (3) 
cultural aspects; Royalty as an art; The seamy side. 

B. The Framework of the Monarchy 

The bureaucracy; The king’s council; The legislative power; The execu¬ 
tive power: (1) The central administration, (2) the provincial adminis¬ 
tration, (3) the financial administration; The judicial power; The nobles 
of the robe. 

C. The Position of France in Europe 

Foreign policy of Louis XIV; The ascent; The decline; Death of 
Louis XIV. 

D. Aftermath of the Reign of Louis XITV 

The Regency; Rule of Louis XV. 


The welding together of the weak and disjointed France of the 
Valois regime into a strong and compact state Was the work of the 
Bourbon monarchy. Insofar as this was due to the vision and 
statesmanship of its directing minds, the achievement may be 
ascribed to Henry IV (first of the Bourbon kings) and to Richelieu, 
with some finishing touches to the structure by Mazarin and 
Louis XIV. This process of national development is of considerable 
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Conditions 
on the 
accession of 
Henry IV 


Character of 
Henry IV 


historical importance not only because it explains the ascendancy 
of France in Europe, but also because it reveals France of the 
seventeenth century as the great exemplar of the modern state, 
and, to that extent, a beacon light of civilization. 

The Work of Henry IV 

The task which confronted Henry IV on his accession 1 was one 
that might well have staggered the most courageous and resource¬ 
ful of sovereigns. More than thirty years of intermittent civil war 

had sapped the vitality of the 
nation to an extent that many 
must have despaired of better 
things. The country was im¬ 
poverished; industry was at a 
standstill; much of the land 
was untilled; bandits roamed 
the countryside; and the gov¬ 
ernment was not only hope¬ 
lessly in debt and living from 
hand to mouth but burdened 
with a horde of financial offi¬ 
cials who were only too ready 
to sacrifice public honesty to 
private gain. Such was the 
economic side of the picture. 
But the political was no 
brighter. The king had little 
beyond his own personality to enforce respect; most of the nobility 
were in league with the foreign enemy; the Spanish invaders were 
still occupying parts of the country; and the religious question, 
which had rent France in twain, was still unsolved. Apparently 
the first problem was to gain adhesion to the king’s leadership. 
Then a policy of pacification and reform might be calculated to 
put the ruined nation on its feet. 

There is little denying that Henry IV was peculiarly qualified 
for this difficult task. Long inured to fighting, he was a man of 
simple tastes and a certain inborn camaraderie which endeared 

1 Henry IV was king by hereditary right when the last Valois king, Henry III, 
was murdered in 1689. But his right to the throne was disputed, and it was not till 
1693 that he was crowned and became really de facto king. 
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him to his followers and speedily won the sympathy and the 
confidence of his subjects. He could enjoy his pleasures with 
perfect abandon, and was possibly more dissolute than most of the 
princes of his time; but he was firm enough, when necessary, to 
inspire confidence, and was too astute a politician not to know how 
much was possible of achievement. His very sense of humor 
saved him from discouragement, and personal ambition kept his 
eye always fixed on some distant goal He was, in short, the ideal 
physician for the ills of France. 

Henry’s initial task was the restoration of his country to normal The work of 
health. It embraced two features, as we have implied, political and \7)°pditical 
economic. On the political side he accomplished three things. 

First, he won over the disaffected nobility by offering them honors 
and positions if they would transfer their allegiance to the crown. 

It is no doubt an evidence of weakness that he used political arts 
instead of force to insure obedience, but in truth the crown was 
hardly strong enough to do otherwise than feel its way, and Henry 
was shrewd enough to try the method of conciliation first. Such a 
policy was well suited to the Catholic nobles, who, with the collapse 
of Spanish arms, were only too eager to seek their fortunes in the 
rival camp. Secondly, Henry made peace with Spain, and so re¬ 
moved the foreign invader from the soil of France. And finally, he 
issued the Edict of Nantes, 1598, which brought about religious— 
and thus furthered political—peace. 

It was in handling the religious question that Henry had most 
displayed his political acumen. A Calvinist by inheritance but 
never a religious man, he had had no compunction about changing 
his religion—a maneuver which had opened the gates of Paris 
and helped greatly to consolidate his throne. Now that the official 
religion was to remain Catholic—the religion of the great majority 
of Frenchmen—it was easy for him to grant concessions to the 
Calvinists which both expediency and loyalty demanded. By the 
Edict of Nantes (called, ironically enough, “perpetual and irrev¬ 
ocable”) the “so-called Reformed Religion” was accorded a legal 
status within certain prescribed conditions. * Freedom of con¬ 
science was granted, and freedom of worship in certain localities— 
enough, it was thought, to fulfill the needs of a small minority- 
while, at the same time, the bestowal of civil rights meant that 
Calvinists might legally be appointed to any office. As a special 
guarantee to protect them against attack by the stronger party, 
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they were allowed the right to garrison (in gome cases at the king’s 
expense) more than a hundred 1 walled towns. Here in such places 
as La Rochelle they might freely hold their assemblies (explicitly 
for religious purposes), and no officer of the crown had the right to 
enter. It is easy to perceive that the Huguenot party might in 
course of time become a source of danger to the royal authority—a 
sort of state within a state; but, as in his treatment of the nobles, 
Henry’s aim was to attain unity by satisfying or protecting all 
elements in the population. The religious settlement was essentially 
a compromise, designed to secure religious peace. France remained 
a Catholic state but granted a limited toleration to one of the other 
religious communions. It was not the result of any lofty principle 
but rather an act of political expediency. And if we recall the 
Protestant alliances of the Valois kings and the religious breadth of 
the Politiques we may realize that such statesmanship on his part 
was far from revolutionary in France, though it is true that he 
put politics above religion in a more important and comprehensive 
way than any of his predecessors. The flaw in the scheme—the 
constitution of a separate political power in the heart of the body 
politic—may not seriously detract from the King’s sagacity, since 
the gravity of the crisis demanded extraordinary measures to secure 
peace. 

The*securing of political peace and the recognition that there 
was one law and one authority for France had much to do with the 
economic revival of the kingdom. Lawlessness did not wholly 
cease, but Henry tried to protect the peasants from depredations 
by stopping irregular warfare and interposing a check on the rapac¬ 
ity of financial officials. One of his first acts was to appoint an old 
companion-at-arms, the Duke of Sully as superintendent of the 
finances. Sully was a cold and gruff person, like most treasury 
watch-dogs, but he fully answered to the requisites of his post. 
The old crowd of dishonest officials was dismissed and replaced by 
men more calculated to act in the true spirit of the new regime. 
Sully then imposed honesty in the collection of the taxes and 
economy in the expenditure of the revenue. Realizing too that 
there would be more money for the king’s purse if the country were 

1 This privilege, accorded originally for eight years, seems to have continued 
for some time after this period had elapsed; but most of the towns were taken 
away by the crown after a Huguenot rising in 1621-2 (during the next reign) and 
according to Richelieu himself (though his veracity has been disputed) there Were 
only two left at the time when the privilege was finally withdrawn. 
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to develop its natural resources, he undertook some direct aid to 
agriculture by draining marshes, constructing a canal between the 
Loire and the Seine, and improving the public highways. Henry 
even went further and gave direct encouragement to industry, es¬ 
pecially the manufacture of luxuries, such as silks, china, and glass. 

Also, in order to facilitate industrial revival he adopted the mer¬ 
cantilist theory of a protective tariff—proceeding on the notion 
that a country must always sell more than it bought. While it has 
been amply proved that this “favorable balance of trade” is not a 
real index to prosperity, the policy is important as marking a direc¬ 
tion which his successors were to follow, and it undoubtedly did 
help France to enjoy a victual monopoly of the trade in articles of 
luxury. Henry also promoted commerce by such measures as the 
development of a merchant marine, and he encouraged the coloni¬ 
zation of the lands which France was opening in North America 
and which led to the founding of Louisburg and Quebec—the 
beginning of France’s empire in the new world. Looking at the 
problem from the government's angle, the nation was able to bear 
a greater burden of taxation, while from the standpoint of the 
taxpayer the increased profits from his labor enabled him to reserve 
for his own use more than had been possible for a generation. 

With extraordinary rapidity the country recovered its normal 
prosperity and enjoyed a security and contentment it had not 
known for half a century. 

But Henry IV was by natural taste a warrior, and, despite his Foreign 
surly and economical superintendent, he meant that much of the pollcy 
treasure thus amassed should be spent on rehabilitating France’s 
position among the nations. The old rivalry between France and 
the house of Hapsburg only slumbered, and a wise king had to 
look to the national defenses. The weakest point on the frontier 
was in the east, where the Duke of Savoy, always a potential ally 
of the Hapsburgs, held some districts which stretched as far as the 
river Sa6ne, thus permitting him to dispatch an army through the 
passes of the Vosges into the very heart of France. To get these 
districts was, therefore, Henry’s first project in foreign policy after 
the signing of his peace with Spain; and it would seem that Savoy’s 
possession of Saluzzo (a district on the Italian side of the Alps, 
seised from France during the anarchy of the religious wars) 
might offer the possibility of an adjustment. When patient nego¬ 
tiation seemed to promise little result, Henry at length resorted to 
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force, and brought the duke to terms. The coveted districts were 
ceded to France while Savoy retained Saluzzo. This settlement, 
the Treaty of Lyons (1601), was negatively important as con¬ 
firming France’s abandonment of the old adventurous policy of 
seeking land in Italy, and positively it was a striking achievement 
in strengthening her frontier at its most vulnerable point. 

The King was criticized by one of his friends for bargaining like a 
merchant. But such procedure was characteristic of his cautious 
wisdom. While fully impressed with the menace of Hapsburg 
power on three sides, he confined himself for some years to em¬ 
barrassing them by indirect attacks upon their interests such as 
sending subsidies to the Dutch in their struggle with Spain, gaining 
from Switzerland the right to use the passes over the Alps, and 
entering into close relations with various Italian states. More 
important from the standpoint of a future war was his renewal of a 
Valois contract with the Swiss government to furnish him with 
mercenaries for his army. It was still uncertain whether Henry 
would find himself strong enough to challenge both Austria and 
Spain when an incident occurred which shows that great events 
often hang on trivial affairs. Henry had fallen in love with the 
beautiful wife of one of his noblemen, the Prince of Cond6, and was 
so assiduous in his attentions that the prince took his wife and 
fled to Brussels where he claimed and received the protection of 
the Spanish governor of the Netherlands. Furious at this rebuff, 
Henry talked openly of revenge, and immediately prepared for 
war. A dispute over the succession to the imperial duchies, Cleve 
and Jiilich, which had instigated the emperor to send a force to 
occupy Jiilich (not far from the French frontier), gave him a more 
suitable pretext for action. Henry made an alliance with the 
Calvinist Union in Germany, and set in readiness three armies to 
hurl against Austria and Spain. But fate intervened in a tragic way. 
The King was riding through the streets of Paris on May 14,1610, 
when he was stabbed to death by a madman. 

Henry IV It was probably fortunate for his country that Henry met hie 
Emulator end when he did, since it is to be doubted whether France was 
°JoUcy rbon really strong enough as yet to wage war on three fronts. But it is 
unfortunate that the work of national upbuilding could not have 
gone on under so wise and forceful a monarch. Nevertheless Henry 
had done enough to set a standard for his successors. He had made 
the absolute monarchy seem a reality. In spite of sporadic rebel- 



Adapted from Ogg * Europe in the 17th Century, A. & C. Black 
The Expansion of France in the Seventeenth Century 


73 












74 


A SHORT HISTORY OF MODERN EUROPE 


lions of noblemen who abused the power he had given them, he 
had shown himself always equal to the emergency, always ready 
to show the nobility who was master of France. His reign of 
seventeen years 1 had resulted in giving his country a new lease of 
life, and a chance once more to look forward. Even in his foreign 
policy he had done something to prepare France defensively for 
war and in his desire to humble the Hapsburgs he had pointed the 
course she should follow to reach a position of primacy in Europe. 
In a very real sense Henry IV was the creator of Bourbon policy. 

The Work of Richelieu 

I m portmce If Henry IV was the architect of Bourbon France, Richelieu was 
o/R' teu mas te r _ mason> It was Richelieu who, catching the spirit of his 
predecessor, made the king absolute in fact as well as in theory and 
made the kingdom he ruled the most influential in Europe. More 
than any other man, Richelieu was the founder of the absolute 
monarchy and the ascendancy of France in Europe. 

Accession But the task of Richelieu was not an easy one despite the ad- 
to power vances which the country had made under Henry. The sudden 

death of the occupant of the throne had left the crown to be worn 
by a child of eight, Henry’s oldest son, Louis XIII. This, according 
to usage, involved the installation of a regent, and Henry’s widow, 
Marie de’ Medici, was naturally the one to exercise these functions. 
Unfortunately this lady was exceedingly indolent, possessed no 
capacity for government, and was always ruled by favorites. For 
many years there was an interruption in the logical course of 
Bourbon policy. Whereas Henry kept the nobles at a discreet 
distance, Marie loaded them with favors and always leaned on 
their counsels; whereas Henry assumed the leadership in all matters 
of policy, Marie was persuaded to call the estates general; and 
whereas Henry was about to fight the Hapsburgs, Marie made 
friends with the court of Spain and picked a Spanish bride for her 
son. To the dismay of Sully, now in sullen retirement, the fortune 
which he had amassed was squandered to no purpose, and France 
seemed headed for a return to Valois days. But the events of this 
troubled period offered some experience to an ecclesiastic of noble 
birth, who had first forged to the front during the meeting of the 
estates general. Armand de Plessis, Bishop of Lu^on, who was 
honored with the cardinal's hat in 1622 and henceforth known as 

1 See note on page 68. 
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Cardinal Richelieu, had managed by assiduous wire-pulling to gain 
in 1616 the office of secretary of state. Six months later, on the 
king's assumption of power, Richelieu followed the Queen Mother 
into retirement, but after several years of floundering Louis called 
him back to office in 1624, and in office he remained till the end of 
his days. Not possessing good health or much energy, Louis XIII 
had nevertheless a large measure of his father’s good judgment and 
common sense, and to his honor and patriotism it may be said that 
he never allowed his personal dislike of the Cardinal or any natural 
feeling of jealousy to stand in the way of giving him full authority 
to govern France. Thus, through the Ring’s self-effacement, 

Richelieu shaped Bourbon policy for the remainder of the reign. 

Richelieu is one of those characters who by force of personality Character 
etch themselves in dear, bold strokes on the canvass of history. It and metMf 
was not given to his contemporaries to see any traces of weakness. 

He was the strength of the crown personified; the “embodiment of 
intellect and will." This meant that he could be relentless in the 
handling of a foe, and that he allowed no scruple to affect his 
attaining an end; while, coupled with a cold and ruthless energy 
was a vision that saw the primal needs of France. No doubt much 
of his harshness and irrascibility was due to the state of his health 
which was always frail; and his natural reserve was deepened by 
a studious detachment which he felt to be necessary as the instru¬ 
ment of the “Lord’s annointed.” Moreover, with enemies on every 
side, he had always to be on his guard, and whenever circumstances 
compelled his separation from the King (which he avoided as 
little as possible), he saw to it that Louis was surrounded by per¬ 
sons whom he could trust. There was little indeed that Richelieu's 
spies did not discover, and, in filling positions of trust with none but 
obsequious satellites, he created a sort of machine, subservient to 
his will. One could hardly conceive of a government more relent¬ 
lessly impersonal; for if he compelled others to sacrifice themselves 
to the public interest, he at least never spared himself; nor did his 
iron will ever relax as long as life remained in his body. It is no 
wonder that such a man was very generally feared and hated. Most 
persons are, after all, very subjective, and none but the Cardinal 
himself envisaged the France that he was fashioning. But historical 
perspective gives Richelieu his true position. He is the statesman 
par excellence of that period when the modern state was being 
evolved Into its present unified pattern. If he did not see the social 
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imperfections that lurked beneath the imposing edifice he was 
building, it was that men of the seventeenth century were moved 
by another purpose. Richelieu partly made and partly typified his 
age. 

We have remarked upon the privileges of the Huguenots, which 
gave them the position of a state within a state. Such privileges 
could be easily abused if there were reason to believe that the 
crown was not quite loyal to the Edict of Nantes. Doubtless, 
too, the Huguenots were often led astray by the noblemen in their 
ranks, who used these special privileges for personal ends. Three 
uprisings convinced Richelieu that he must wrest from them their 
strongholds and leave them no longer the status of a separate 
political entity. After the siege and capture of La Rochelle—which 
the Cardinal himself directed—the crown granted (1629) what was 
known as the Peace of Grace. 1 With a statesmanship that surely 
does him credit Richelieu allowed the Huguenots to retain the 
religious privileges which they had enjoyed under the Edict but 
abolished those special guarantees which had impaired the unity 
of France. No longer religious conflicts disturbed the peace of the 
realm. 

The repression of the Huguenots was one method, as we have 
implied, of striking at the power of the nobles, who were always 
ready to conspire against the crown. But Richelieu went further. 
With a contempt for the feudal right of private warfare, long since 
condemned by the crown, he had decrees enacted against duelling, 
and by dealing out summary punishment for infraction of these 
edicts, he made a public example of all offenders. There were 
frequent rebellions, but Richelieu not only put thern down but 
razed the castles of the nobles and thus deprived them of their last 
refuge of defense. Times had obviously changed since the day 
when the only way to remove a dangerous nobleman was to hire 
an assassin. Richelieu’s victims felt the majesty of the king’s law, 
and the number of prominent noblemen sent to the scaffold was 
proof that the crown no longer had any mercy for feudal disorder. 
Not content with demonstrating his power over the nobles, Riche¬ 
lieu kept them under a systematic surveillance. By sending officials, 
known as intendants (chosen from the middle class), to various 
points throughout France, he placed his reliance on a group of men 
equipped with exceptionally wide powers while at the same time 

» See pace 7& The Peace of Grace is otherwise known as the Peace of Alsfo. 
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acting as instruments of the crown, These intendants, more and 
more tending to become permanent officials, were the chief means 
of consolidating the realm. The system was not perfected till the 
time of Louis XIV, but it was already sufficiently effective to 
enable the crown to make its authority constantly felt. If Richelieu 
did not break feudal power, he provided the means of dooming it 
to extinction. 

But the Cardinal did not limit his activities to the major task 
before him. He encouraged commerce, gave the government’s 
patronage to colonization (not with conspicuous success), and 
created a navy. In the field of letters he founded the Academy of 
France, which promoted the standardization of the French lan¬ 
guage. His economic policy followed the lines laid down by Henry, 
though it was characteristic of the Cardinal that he exercised a 
more rigid control of industry, and, faithful to the same principle, 
he centralized the postal and courier service. Even in the adminis¬ 
tration of the finances he was disposed to make some changes, 
but, generally speaking, his record as an administrator ranks below 
his other achievements, and the national revenue was much less 
capably handled than in Henry’s day. But much of the Cardinal’s 
energies were necessarily expended in watching and to a large 
extent influencing the course of events in Europe. 

Richelieu’s determination to make France the greatest power in 
Europe might be deemed a dynastic conception, not differing 
fundamentally from the adventurous policy of the Valois. Yet in¬ 
sofar as he aimed to make his country defensible, Richelieu’s policy 
was national and rational. The France which he aspired to exalt 
was peculiarly open to attack. At the south Spain still possessed 
territory (Roussillon and Cerdagne) on the French side of the 
Pyrenees; on the northeast the Spanish Netherlands brought the 
frontier of this rival power within a hundred miles of Paris; while 
further to the south on the eastern boundary lay a cluster of 
principalities belonging nominally to the Holy Roman Empire* 
some being actual possessions of the Hapsburgs like Franche 
Comt4 (an appanage of Spain) and Alsace, on the Rhine (a posses¬ 
sion of Austria), while others such as Lorraine, Savoy, and Genoa 
were more than likely, owing to fear of their powerful neighbor, to 
promote the Hapsburg interests. A wise statesman must see the 
need of establishing the natural frontiers: the Rhine, the Pyrenees, 
and the Alps; for the fact indeed that Spain had given support to 
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the rebellious Huguenots showed the ever-constant danger. It 
was more than traditional dislike that enrolled this crafty states¬ 
man against the Hapsburgs. 

Yet Richelieu, like Henry, proceeded with a caution bred of a 
knowledge of the real condition of France. The most that he was 
at first able to do was to embarrass the enemies of France wherever 
an opportunity offered. One of his first acts was to take under his 
protection some Protestant Swiss who held an important pass of the 
Alps, thus cutting (for the moment at least) 1 a main artery by which 
the two Hapsburg powers were wont to co-operate. Efforts to re¬ 
strict their influence in Italy—producing a brief war with Spain— 
were stopped by a Huguenot rising, and there was reason for the 
Cardinal’s warning to Louis that he could not hope to play a great 
part in Europe until disorders in his realm had been suppressed. 
After the Peace of Grace the Cardinal could deal with his problem 
with a somewhat firmer hand. 

The situation in Germany was, indeed, an opportunity which 
this arch-enemy of the Hapsburgs could hardly overlook. Already 
the Thirty Years’ War had been raging for eight years when 
Richelieu took office, and he was far too keen a diplomatist not to 
make up his mind to mingle in this bitter and complex struggle. 
Staunch Catholic though he was, he had no hesitation whatever 
in throwing support to the Protestants in their resistance to the 
Hapsburgs, and in so doing he was merely following the policy of 
Henry IV and the Valois before him. Besides sending money to the 
Dutch in their renewed struggle with Spain, he looked for some 
powerful instrument to launch against the emperor. Such an 
instrument he found in Gustavus Adolphus, King of Sweden, who 
had already fought successful wars with Denmark and Russia and 
was now involved in a long and arduous conflict with Catholic 
Poland. By timely diplomacy Richelieu mediated peace between 
Sweden and Poland, and after some futile efforts to dictate the 
Swedish king’s policy he reached an understanding with him in 
1631 after Gustavus’ landing in Germany. By this treaty of 
alliance Richelieu pledged France to aid Gustavus with subsidies 
for a period of five years. The same year he secured an alliance 
with the Catholic League, which had fallen out with the Emperor 
over the position of Wallenstein and had brought about his dis- 

1 This advantage was only temporary, as embarrassments at horn forced him to 
allow the Hapsburgs to recover the pass. 
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missal. It is not impossible that Richelieu himself had helped to 
foment this bitter feud, though we have no evidence that he did 
more than oppose in general the Emperor's policy. In the mean¬ 
time, simultaneous with his operations in Germany, he reached a 
fairly successful agreement in Italy, whereby Savoy, the ally of 
the Hapsburgs, had been forced to cede to France Pinerolo, a strong 
position on the Italian side of the Alps. The or 5 y serious difficulty 
was the conduct of his allies, Gustavus Adolphus and the League, 
who came to blows, as might be expected, over the religious issue. 
But Gustavus fell in battle m 1632; then Wallenstein, who had 
been recalled by the Emperor, was murdered two years later; and 
finally in the same year, 1634, the Hapsburg forces won the deci¬ 
sive Battle of Nordlingen, recovering south Germany for the 
Catholics, and, with the aid of Lorraine, threatening France herself 
with invasion. 

It was now that Richelieu saw that the time had come for France 
to play a more active role in the struggle. True, he had not by this 
time completely vanquished the nobles, but, after all, it was 
foreign war that afforded this element the chance to gratify its 
tastes, while at the same time actually pressed them into the service 
of the State. Moreover, France had fresh troops to pit against the 
war-worn armies of the Hapsburgs, and there was still the possibil¬ 
ity of finding useful allies. In any event, France could not wisely 
allow the Hapsburg bonds to tighten on her frontiers. So in 1635 
Richelieu brought France as a principal into the war, and armies 
were launched simultaneously against Austria and Spain. These 
thrusts were not immediately successful—for the rawness of the 
French troops was an obstacle to be overcome—but understand¬ 
ings were reached with Sweden and with various Protestant states 
in Germany, as well as with the Portuguese and Catalans who 
profited by this occasion to seek their independence. By 1642 the 
French were on the Ebro and had crossed the Rhine. And in that 
year, ill and worn out by his efforts, the great cardinal passed 
from the scene. Three months later the king himself followed his 
minister to the grave. It was the belief that France had won her 
long struggle and had come within sight of her goal 1 that cheered 

1 There is some reason to think that Richelieu might have made peace with Spain 
in 1S40 but lor the intrigues of a fascinating woman, the Duchess of ChevretiBe, 
who, hating Richelieu, is said to have persuaded the court of Spain that the death 
of the Cardinal would soon occur and that therefore by waiting better terms might 
be obtained. 
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these stalwart patriots on their death-bed. There was now the 
mere problem of garnering the harvest. 

The Work of Mazarin 

Importance The passing of Richelieu left the work of the Bourbon mon- 
of Mazann arc by b e carr i ec i on by the third statesman of the trio, his friend 
and political pupil, Cardinal Mazarin. In foreign relations Mazarin 
must rank as the continuator of Richelieu, the one to dictate the 
terms of a triumphant peace. 

Accession to But history often plays us curious tricks, and, as events were 
charader soon to prove, all the patient achievements of Richelieu were 
threatened with disaster. The death of Louis XIII, leading to the 
accession of his son, a child of five, placed the government once 
more in the hands of a regent—the late king's widow, Anne of 
Austria. True, Anne was not a woman of the type of Marie de’ 
Medici, but her position, at best rather weak, had been deliberately 
rendered more so by a husband who had never liked her. Re¬ 
stricted in the exercise of her power by a council imposed by the 
conditions of Louis’ will, she accordingly took the step of per¬ 
suading the parlement of Paris 1 to annul the royal testament and 
give her plenary power. It is questionable whether the parlement 
had this right, but it gave a coup d’6tat a semblance of legality. 
Meanwhile Anne took as her counselor Cardinal Mazarini, or 
Mazarin, as he was commonly called in France. This statesman, 
whose intellect was now to govern France, had been one of the 
many clergymen whom Richelieu had employed on diplomatic 
missions, and is said to have been the Cardinal’s own choice as his 
successor. A gifted diplomatist and a typical Italian of his day in 
his suave manners and literary tastes, he was at the same time a 
person of tortuous methods and dubious personal honesty. He 
had, moreover, the unenviable fortune of being a newcomer on the 
The Fronde scene. Some fresh exactions of money, the like of which from 
Richelieu had been borne as a matter of habit, seemed utterly 
intolerable when coming from an Italian, chosen to govern France 
by an inexperienced woman, a foreigner like himself. It was not 
Mazarin’s fault that the finances were in disorder or that he 
had to augment the taxes to pay for the war, but his methods were 
quite needlessly unscrupulous and exasperating. An explosion, 
long brewing, was finally produced in Paris. Curiously Enough it 

1 The parlement of Paris was a sovereign court which registered all royal acta. 
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was the middle class, generally the powerful adjunct of the crown, 
from whom the attack proceeded. The parlement had done the 
Regent a favor, and was now prepared to profit by her weakness. 

In short, it demanded rather peremptorily a share in the govern¬ 
ment. A high-spirited woman, Anne rejected its demands and 
arrested its president. Barricades were then raised in the city and 
something like a rebellion was in the offing. Thei e was little chance, 
however, that seventeenth century Paris would carry off a political 
revolution. The danger was from quite another quarter. 

Quick to profit by the Regency's embarrassments, a large section 
of the nobility joined the forces of revolt. They justified their 
stand on the ground that they aimed to liberate the crown from 
evil counsels. To some extent they were inspired, no doubt, by 
hatred of Mazarin. But the principal motive force which prompted 
their sudden action was the hope of regaining the power which 
Richelieu had taken from them. It was feudalism's last stand 
against the absolute monarchy. It is interesting, indeed, to observe 
how in this period of transition there is still an element which puts 
class interest above the unity of the nation as typified by the 
crown. France was at war with Spain; yet two of her leading 
marshals, Turenne and Cond6, did not scruple to fight in the service 
of the king of Spain against their country. Fortunately for France, 
the feudal nobles had little capacity for such a struggle. “The 
Fronde,” as the rebellion was called because of its essential frivqlity 
(the word was derived from a name given the street-gamins of 
Paris) was a failure, partly because of divisions among the nobles, 
partly because Turenne, disgusted with the vanity of Cond6, was 
won over to the court, and partly because the Regent and Mazarin 
were ready to take advantage of every sign of weakness exhibited 
by their enemies. When the Cardinal fled into exile, the ostensible 
object of the revolt had apparently ceased to exist. Actually, 
when the government had gained the upper hand, Mazarin quietly 
returned, and his position was unassailable. The nobles had had 
their lesson, and never again did they try to break the ever- 
tightening grip of the absolute monarchy. 

The reaction of this crisis on the course of the war can well be Mazarin’* 
guessed. Before the Fronde France had won notable victories and 
peace at last had been forced upon the Emperor. Then, with the 
Fronde, Spain had not only won back the ground she had lost but 
had invaded France at two points. When domestic peace was re- 
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stored, Mazarin had patiently to go to work organizing new armies 
and repeating the campaigns which Richelieu had waged. But 
happily he was equal to the emergency and his diplomatic skill was 
admirably demonstrated. By forming the League of the Rhine in 
1658 he held the Emperor in check, and by a timely alliance with 
England (then under the Protector Cromwell, who saw a chance to 
seize some Spanish colonies) he was able at last to bring Spain to 
her knees. The long war was finally ended. 

The result was a triumph for Bourbon policy. By the Peace of 
Westphalia, signed with the emperor in 1648, France had acquired 
most of Alsace (Strasburg explicitly excepted), the emperor’s 
recognition to the detachment of Metz, Toul, and Verdun from 
the empire, 1 and the retention of certain points which gave her the 
strategic advantage in any future conflict with the Hapsburgs. By 
the Peace of the Pyrenees with Spain, 1659, France acquired 
Cerdagne and Roussillon as well as territorial acquisitions in the 
northeast which widened the distance between Paris and the 
Spanish Netherlands. Possession of Alsace brought the French 
frontier to the Rhine, while in the south the Pyrenees now formed 
an unbroken wall. Only in his futile effort to get Savoy and Nice 
had Mazarin fallen short of fulfilling his hopes. Nevertheless he 
had ably carried on his predecessor’s work, and the ideal of “nat¬ 
ural boundaries” had to a great extent been realized. All this 
paved the way for the ascendancy of Louis XIV. 

Mazarin survived the Peace by only two years, dying in 1661. 
Already the young king had attained his majority, and on the 
Cardinal’s death he definitely took the reins of power in his hand. 
We are on the threshold of the personal rule of Louis XIV. 

The Zenith of the Bourbon Monarchy under Louis XIV 

The reign of Louis XIV was the culmination of the national 
n/ development we have traced. The absolute monarchy now re¬ 
vealed its full strength, and for some time draped itself in gor¬ 
geous plumage. The ascendancy of France in Europe became an 
irrefutable fact, which other powers must countenance if they did 
not always relish. For a time at least it was truly the “Age of 
>/Louis XIV.” The court and government of France were the 
pattern for all others. France was the most civilised country of 

1 France Rad seized these three bishoprics during the war with Spain whiph had 
closed in the reign of Henry IV. 
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Europe, as civilization was then interpreted. Her kingdom was 
the most carefully ordered, her public service the most efficient, 
her armies and navies the best equipped and commanded, her 
manufactures the most delicately wrought, her court the mosti 
artistic. System ruled, and system can at least be very impressive. 

If we find in it moral flaws, they were not at all apparent to contem¬ 
poraries—at least not until the sun had definitely set. But judged 
by the standard of a seventeenth century statesman, such as 
Richelieu for example, the Bourbon monarchy at its height had 
one fatal limitation. The king who was the personification of it all 
lacked the judgment to see the limit of its capacity. Absolute 
monarchy requires infinite wisdom of the monarch, for it is not 
easy to be rid of him unless he is a fool or a scoundrel. And Louis 
was neither. He was, in some respects, a great king. If he was not 
quite great enough, that was France's and his own misfortune. 

The monarchy which Richelieu had fashioned out of the mate- The 
rials which had come down to him reached its acme of efficiency oHhe*** 
under Louis XIV. But here too, in a sense, it was Richelieu's hand Monarchy 
at work. Louis XIV would have no prime minister (“I resolved 
at all costs,” he wrote in his memoirs, “to have no prime minister ”), Royalty as 
^ut the ministers who governed the kingdom under his constant 
supervision, Colbert, the head of the finances, Lionne, the principal °*v ed * 
secretary for foreign affairs, and Louvois, the war minister, had 
all been trained in the service of Mazarin, the chief of Richelieu's 
pupils. It was to Louis' credit—or perhaps it was just chance— 
that he picked the right instruments for his purpose. But in all 
✓their activities the king was present, himself, in spirit—and often 
'fa the flesh. His ministers knew that his heart and his attention 

i 

were directed to everything they did. Every day the king met his 
y council, received reports, approved or made suggestions; probably 
no one toiled more conscientiously than he, and certain it is that 
~mo one felt an equal responsibility. There was an inspiration in 
working for such a man, especially when every one idolized him. 

The loyalty of the bureaucracy was as keen, indeed, as any that 
might be cultivated in a commonwealth. If its Object was, indeed, 
kingship, that does not alter the fact of its existence or its intensity. 

The pattern of the monarchy has already been described. For {$) Eco- 
hardening its lines, for giving it proper nourishment, for finding 
the needed materials for polishing it—such was Colbert's task. 

This man, who played a sort of steward's part for the great king's 



64 


A SHOUT HISTORY OF MODERN EUROPE 


vast estate, was the son of a manufacturer and the product of a 
system which gave capable members of the middle class a chance 
to receive rewards somewhat commensurate to their merits. Sullen 
and unamiable, not above utilizing his position to advance his 
relatives and enrich himself (albeit by conventionally honest 
methods), Colbert atoned for many of his shortcomings by his 
wholehearted devotion to his work. As head of the finances, he 
performed a feat analogous to that of Sully—straightening out the 
tangles which war, incompetence, and dishonesty had produced, 
and devising ways of furthering the national prosperity, thereby 
adding ultimately to the proceeds of the treasury. Unlike Sully, 
his interest embraced and in fact chiefly concerned industrial 
production, though there w T as really no part of the national econ¬ 
omy that Colbert did not take into consideration. Adopting the 
mercantilist doctrines of his predecessors but giving them a more 
vigorous application (corresponding to the greater authority 
behind him and the greater claims upon the national capacity), 
Colbert sought to direct the economic life of the country as rigidly 
as its political life was ordered. France must be self-sufficient (this 
was a logical parallel to the need of defensible frontiers); France 
must be also in a position to outclass her business rivals (this, 
again, corresponded to the process of political aggrandizement). 
Mercantilism was the economic analogue of absolute monarchy, 
and just as absolute monarchy received its highest development 
under Louis XIV, so mercantilism was applied to a fuller extent 
than ever before—or since. While the gild organization of industry 
was not new, Colbert brought its operations under the strict con¬ 
trol of the government. It was determined what establishments 
should produce and how they should produce. There must be no 
wasteful competition within, while the success of competition 
without should be guaranteed by elaborate rules for keeping up 
the standard of the product. While, on the one side, Colbert 
stimulated agriculture by increasing and bettering the means of 
communication, on the other side he imposed embargoes on food¬ 
stuffs whenever there was danger that the country might run 
short. While, on the one hand, he restricted imports by high tariffs 
(especially when fostering infant industries) and by trying to keep 
his artisans from going to other countries, on the other hand he 
stimulated production by royal subsidies, by importing skilled 
workers, ami by encouraging new fashions. It is hardly to be 
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doubted that the manufacture of luxuries for the king’s glory had 
also the motive of giving other monarchs an appetite for these 
things and thus opening up for France a lucrative foreign market. 

By all such methods Colbert intended that, France being a success¬ 
ful seller, more money should flow into the kingdom than flow out; 
and this balance was not only (in Colbert’s reasoning) an index of 
her prosperity but should provide Louis with money for his army 
(Colbert himself would vastly have preferred more money-making 
investments) and to enhance the national greatness. It was 
natural for him to believe that Spain’s period of greatness had 
been due to the prodigious influx of precious metals, but his shrewd 
judgment told him that the main reason for Spain’s decline had 
been the lack of industrial development that might have put this 
treasure to use. Unfortunately the vice of a paternalism is that the 
protected parties tend to lean too much on government help and 
fail to develop that fighting spirit which means so much in busi¬ 
ness. Besides, the monopolies he created—his giving, for example, 
to chartered companies the exclusive privilege of trading in a 
special sphere—tended to make them satisfied with a moderate 
amount of profit. Moreover, the monopoly of colonial trade was a 
real detriment to the colonies, which could produce more commod¬ 
ities than the homeland could assimilate. Yet Colbert was not to 
blame if the weakness of his system (which will be discussed more 
generally elsewhere) was not apparent to him or to his age. It was 
due in great part to him that the quality of French manufactured 
goods was superior, in general, to that found elsewhere, and it was 
due to him that the consuming capacity of the court was kept 
constantly and variously fed—a condition which promoted internal 
trade and thus provided work for innumerable hands. For this 
stimulus of production the King’s own conception of his position, 
as one of unparalleled grandeur, may be said to have been pri¬ 
marily responsible. Thus the economic side of royalty as a system 
reaches the same logical climax as the political. 

Finally we note in the sphere of culture that same culmination (s) Cui- 
of a development. Under the patronage of Richelieu literature tUTal ******* 
had flourished and, catching the spirit of the age, writers gave and 
continued to give their chief attention to form. Not only was the 
French language purified in vocabulary, not only did it acquire 
greater precision, but the chief ideal of writers was to compose 
their lines in elegant and rhythmical phraseology. It suited that 
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sense of order which was so fundamental a characteristic of Bour¬ 
bon France. This school of literature, known as classicism, reached 
its height in the tragedies of Racine, the comedies of Molidre, and 
the fables of La Fontaine, as well as in the works of other great 
writers of this golden age. It is also true that such writers, in spite 
of certain defects which come of an age when even thinking was 
largely standardized, showed unusual literary charm as well as 
craftsmanship. La Fontaine’s talking animals have a homely 
appreciation of the good and bad impulses of mankind and set 
them forth with delightful humor; Moli&re satirizes human weak¬ 
nesses with equal skill; and the serious Racine depicts his characters 
and their fate with tender fidelity. If there was greater literary 
genius during this period, it was largely because it was encouraged 
and often even subsidized by a king who thoroughly appreciated 
the importance of cultural output as contributive to his greatness. 
All the arts were patronized. Music received the special attention 
of the king, and operas were sung for his and the court’s enjoyment. 
Architecture was important because there were new palaces to be 
built; and sculpture was indispensable for their adornment. The 
weaving of tapestries (the famous house of Gobelins was estab¬ 
lished in 1667), the collecting of paintings and all manner of curios, 
the casting of bronzes and medals to depict the greatness of the 
reign—all such occupations advanced the development of the arts. 
In this field it was Colbert who was the omnipresent stage-manager, 
providing the talent to embellish the king’s surroundings. It was 
his organizing gifts that brought into being a series of academies, 
one of painting, one of music, one of architecture, to act as experts 
to advise him in the promotion of the arts; while the existing 
Academy of France, which concerned itself with letters, had never 
toiled so hard as when Colbert set it to work. It was characteristic 
that this body, of whom Boileau was the leading luminary, became 
a board of censors, developing and conserving the best literary 
standards as the age understood them. But even humbler men 
contributed to the reign of culture. It was the French artisan, 
who under Colbert’s patient supervision fashioned the articleB de 
luxe , whether tapestries or carriages or snuff-boxes or what-not, 
that perhaps contributed most to the royal magnificence. Thus 
arts and letters reach a definite peak in Louis’ reign, attaining a 
perfection of form and revealing an inner excellence that nothing 
in the earlier models had displayed. 
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And the one to profit by all this was France, but France was Royalty at 
personified by her king. Of limited education and not, apparently, on art 
blessed with a great intellect, kept from making many mistakes 
more through caution and dignity than through any real gift of 
penetration, but a man of essentially orderly habits and excellent 
taste, Louis XIV, with all his palpable limitations, fitted the pat¬ 
tern which his predecessors had made, and which his own inspira¬ 
tion was able so well to embellish. Royalty to him was more than a 
system; it was an art. In the elaborate etiquette of the Court of 
Versailles (which one historiaa has attributed to his half-Spanish 
extraction) he was consciously impressing his subjects with the maj¬ 
esty of kingship. One had to get. used to his presence, so a chroni¬ 
cler of the court has confessed, in order to avoid embarrassment. 

Tall, graceful, and of stately bearing, Louis reminded everyone in¬ 
stantly and constantly that he was king. If he never forgot himself, 
it was perhaps because his manners had become habitual. And 
around him was a grandeur of which everyone was conscious. The w 
palace of Versailles, built at so much cost of lives and money, was 
the stage on which the great king practiced his chosen art. Here the 
Muses cast their treasures at his feet; here the arts were displayed 
in all their polished magnificence. And the nobles who made up this 
court gave royalty its proper setting. It was to this position that 
the foes of absolute monarchy had sunk—that of pensioners to 
wait upon the king, mere instruments to reflect an added luster to 
his splendor. There was no longer any chance of feudal uprisings. 

The king made them toe the mark and noted every absence. The 
abasement of the nobility was complete. Everyone, indeed, saw 
the king as the source of social, no less than political, favor and 
gratifications. Louis’ emblem was the rising sun; and to be warmed 
by its rays was the acme of social ambition. One needed only to 
add, for its spiritual value, the fiction that the king was Heaven’s 
instrument on earth. The “divine right of kings”—already ex- 
pounded by Richelieu—was the halo which alone royalty needed 
to give it the finishing touch. When Louis attended mass, his! 
court formed a semi-circle about him, kneeling and gazing at him, , 
while he himself faced the altar, looking to God. Such was the 
king-worship which Louis’ conception of monarchy produced. But 
with nothing but adoration, is it possible for a human being fitly 
to measure himself? 

It was probably Louis’ vanity that accounts for most of his 
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mistakes, especially in his later years when the ablest of his min- The mmy 
isters were no more. A precept that he laid down to his son is not 8t 
without relevancy here. “To deliberate at leisure on all important ^ 
matters and to take the advice of different people thereon is not 
(as the foolish imagine) an indication of weakness or dependence 
on others but rather of prudence and steadfastness.” Unhappily 
Louis himself was not always able to penetrate bad counsel, and 
too often he was blinded by his own self-conceit His attitude in 
religion sufficiently illustrates this tiait—plus a certain latent 
piety, which took an unfortunate direction. Inspired by the belief 
that his subjects should adhere to the king’s religion, continually 
pressed by the clergy, whose voluntary subsidies were naturally 
much desired, and perhaps influenced by his morganatic wife, 

Madame de Maintenon, Louis authorized against the Huguenots a 
campaign of intrigue and persecution which finally culminated in 
the revocation of the Edict of Nantes (1685). There is not a better 
example of the lengths to which autocracy may go when its pre¬ 
cepts are unsound. “One king, one law, one faith” was the adage 
which Louis fulfilled literally. The danger of absolute monarchy 
lies principally in the limited outlook which it allows the individual. 

Louis’ bigotry in religion, the reverse of the wise policy of his 
predecessors, was no doubt the accentuation of the spirit of his 
system. But the evil may be seen in other ways. It has been 
intimated that absolute monarchy when powerful, may overtax its 
strength, and such was Louis’ sin when he embarked on his later 
wars. It is also evident that this royalty, so carefully systemized, 
so artistically embellished, was blasting in its spirit to ail germs of 
originality. Genius cannot follow a pattern and be true to itself. 

With all the brilliance of the culture that glorified this reign, the 
mind was really fettered. It could not speculate on the how and 
why of politics because the existing system must be taken as 
axiomatic. It could not really experiment in science, art, or letters 
because, apart from the deadening influence of an atmosphere of 
convention, certain definite standards were rigorously enforced. 

Thus intellectual output followed stereotyped lines. It was gen¬ 
erally artificial, unimaginative, and fundamentally uncritical. 

Such was the inherent weakness of a regime that dazzled its age, 
but which over-exalted authority as the basis of the modem state/ 

Yet absolute monarchy must have its fling, and when one com¬ 
pares, as one must, its orderly habits with the feudal chaos that 
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went before, one must admit that it had a plaee in the progress of 
civilization. Perhaps a hasty glimpse at its organization may en¬ 
able us the better to understand it. 

The We have noted the bases of the royal power and its consolida- 

oj a the W ° rk ^ tion. Manifestly the king himself exercised little of the power that 
Monarchy re p 0Se d in him; for with the steady growth of the realm he had been 
forced more and more to delegate the business of governing and 
xy administering it to his instruments. Thus had emerged what is 
The called a bureaucracy—a corps of functionaries whose duty it was 
bureaucracy ma | ce i awg> gee i 0 their execution, and dispense justice, all in the 
king’s name and subject to a greater or less extent to his direct 
control, but functioning in general as responsible oflScials^ It will 
not be feasible in this sketch to mention any but the more im¬ 
portant organs and agents of government, but it should be born 
/in mind that there were thousands of persons under commission 
-4o perform certain duties in the public service. Aside from impor¬ 
tant exceptions we shall mention, all office holders were nominees 
^of the crown and removable by the crown, ^his, of course, afforded 
room for the king’s personal influence; and there were other ways 
(to be noted presently) by which he exercised his power on occa¬ 
sions. But in general he allowed the machinery of state to func¬ 
tion without interference, satisfied that the centralized adminis¬ 
tration was sufficient to enforce his will or that of the special 
advisers in whom he reposed his confidence. 

The king's /The pivot of this governmental machinery was the king’s 
001171011 council. The time had passed when these counselors were members 
by vested right; they were all the king’s nominees and served 
during his pleasure. It was, however, a rather unwieldy body, and 
the expansion of business had necessitated its breaking up into 
inner divisions. The council of state had direction of foreign affairs 
and other matters—especially questions of major importance—in 
[which the crown was especially interested. The king himself 
‘usually presided over its meetings, and from it emanated the most 
important legislation. There was also a council of dispatches, con¬ 
cerned with provincial business and dating from the time of Riche¬ 
lieu, whose reliance upon the intendants seemed to require such an 
organ to discuss matters of police and the enforcement of the laws. 
Then there was a council of finance whose business was to devise 
ways and means and to see to the apportionment of the revenue. 
And finally there was the council of parties or privy council, a 
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section primarily judicial. Evidently the competence of the 
king’s council covered a wide and varied range. It was a de¬ 
liberative and administrative council in the sense that it advised 
the king in matter of policy and supervised the general work of 
administration; it was legislative in that it made the necessary 
laws; and it was judicial insofar as it had a general supervision 
over the administration of justice as well 8b handled certain 
cases in which the king was specially interested. All this 
proves that the chief functions of government were not then 
carefully distinguished and sorted out as in a state of the present 
dav. 

'SWe have intimated that it was the task of the king’s council to The 
make the necessary laws, the more important ones having their 
origin in the council of state, while most of those concerned with 
routine matters were framed in the council of dispatches, and 
the augmentation of a tax would naturally be the task of the coun¬ 
cil of finance. Possibly the work of one of the sections was re¬ 
viewed by the council as a whole before the project of a royal act 
was finally approved. Then, to become valid, it required the king’s^ 
sanction—through the process of stamping it with the great seal, 
which was always in the custody of the chancellor. Since, more¬ 
over, the chancellor himself was supposed to examine, and if 
necessary raise technical objections to, all proposed legislation, he 
was traditionally the “keeper of the king’s conscience.^ After the 
royal sanction had been given, the council’s project became a 
law; and it is clear that just as the king could have acted on his own 
initiative and inspired the preparation of a law in the beginning 
(as Henry IV had inspired the Edict of Nantes), so he might, if he 
jchose, refuse to sanction a projected law, in other words, might 
(interpose a veto. Thus a king could and sometimes did play a direct 
part in the process of legislation. Finally, when the royal seal had 
been affixed, the law was sent to the parlement of Paris for registra¬ 
tion. This inscribing of the law on the registers of the parlement 
was merely for convenience, and registration was not in any sense 
a voluntary duty. The eventual claim of a right .to refuse registra¬ 
tion was not, of course, in harmony with the acknowledged prin¬ 
ciple of the royal sovereignty. 

Under a regime in which ail power was derived from the crown 
it is clear that the old feudal assemblies, the notables, the estates 
general, and the provincial estates, had no logical place. Henry IV 
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had convoked an assembly of notables 1 in 1596 and told them 
that, unlike his predecessors, he called them not to learn the royal 
will but to give him counsel. This, however, was during the period 
when Henry felt forced to conciliate the nobles, and it is not im¬ 
probable that it was also a subtle means of shelving the estates 
general, which during his predecessor’s reign had greatly embar¬ 
rassed the government. The notables met only rarely during the 
early Bourbon period and never during the heyday of the absolute 
monarchy. The estates general met once during the period, as we 
have already noticed—called in 1614 by the regent, Made 
de’ Medici under pressure from the nobility. Fortunately for the 
crown, however, the large preponderance of office holders in the 
third estate and constant quarrels between the different orders pre¬ 
vented a united front, and the assemblage was dissolved without 
making so much as a dent in the royal power. Class divisions were 
evidently too deep in France to admit of the estates general playing 
the role of the English parliament. In any event the Bourbons felt 
no need of such a body; and besides being disinclined to give the 
nobles a chance to recover their solidarity, they had other and more 
direct means of feeling the pulse of the nation; so it was not again 
galled till the eve of the French Revolution. Some of the provincial 
estates still lingered, though they were reduced to the mechanical 
duty of voting the money required by the crown, and some were 
„ even suppressed—three by Richelieu and one by Louis XIV. Thus 
by this time feudal assemblies had clearly become obsolete. It was 
a uniform Bourbon principle that all initiative reposed in the 


The ^he executive power, like the legislative, was wielded by the 

power™ instruments of the crown. It may be considered under three heads: 
l2J r d ^ the central administration, the provincial administration, and the 
ministration /financial administration. Apart from the supervisory functions of 
the king’s council, the central administration consisted of the 
ministers, a category that comprised the chancellor, the superin¬ 
tendent (or comptroller) of the finances, and the so-called minis- 
Vters or secretaries of state. The chancellor was by tradition the 
king’s legal adviser, kept his seal, and presided over his council in 
his absence. He also enjoyed the nominal headship of the judici¬ 
ary. He was not, however, an administrative head in the sense of 
the superintendent of the finances, who had an important de- 


* Composed of dignitaries from the tipper classes nominated by the crown* 
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partment under his direct supervision. The secretaries of state, 
once called the secretaries of the king's commands because they 
executed specific commissions for the king, had become responsible 
functionaries toward the end of the sixteenth century, acting 
henceforth on their own initiative in the king's name. During the 
early Bourbon period there were four with that title, and their 
overlapping spheres are another example of the strange confusion 
of powers during the Old Regime. Under Louis XIV, however, 
their competence became a little more precise, 1 and they concerned 
themselves respectively with foreign affairs, the army, the navy, 
and domestic affairs. But there was no prime minister responsible 
for them all, each one reporting directly to the king. If Richelieu 
acted the r61e of a premier, it was not because he held such a 
position by actual title but only because he engrossed the king's 
favor. Louis XIV, going further, would allow no minister a posi¬ 
tion of pre-eminence. 

While the secretary of state for foreign affairs corresponded with (8) The 
ambassadors, the secretary of state for the king's household (a SSidra- 
sort of secretary of the interior) drafted most of the instructions to tlon 
the intendants as well as received their reports. The intendants 
were, perhaps more than any other officials, the pillars of the 
monarchy^ We have noticed how formidable had been the gover¬ 
nors of the provinces. Richelieu deliberately ignored them by 
employing officials more directly responsible to the crown. Since 
royal commissioners had often performed a useful service in re¬ 
storing order for the crown during the period when the nobles were 
still untamed, Richelieu continued the practice, sending them into 
all parts of the realm. It was, finally, Colbert who made them per¬ 
manent working institutions. For the intendants, as these officials 
came to be called, a new administrative division was created, known 
as the generality, of which there were seventeen in the beginning, 
though later the number was increased. The title which each 
bore, “intendant of justice, police, and finance,” gives some notion 
of their functions. They were the crown’s chief dependence for 
raising the national revenue and for keeping the oountry in order— 
the chief practical objects for knitting the kingdom closely with 
the crown. In his financial r61e the intendant supervised the collect 
tion of taxes, and, unless there were provincial estates, he also 

1 But it was never entirely so. Louvois, for example, received the direction of fine 
arts after the death of Colbert. 
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^bok part in their assessment. In the sphere of justice he saw to it 
that courts and judges did their duty, and he took direct cogni¬ 
zance of crimes against the State, such as treason, counterfeiting, 
yand smuggling. As a police official he was responsible for order, 
issuing ordinances when necessary, and levying and utilizing the 
local militia. But even these duties do not suggest all his manifold 
'•'functions. He took charge of the upkeep of the highways, dis¬ 
pensed appropriations, supervised the courier service, and exer¬ 
cised a rigid control over all the towns and villages within his 
jurisdiction^ Even parlements and governors were made to feel 
subservience. The extent of the intendants' power was left in¬ 
tentionally vague in order that they might wield a discretionary 
authority. Yet they were all amenable to the royal will, instru¬ 
ments of the central government to see that the law was enforced 
and that the taxes were duly raised. Vlhe kingdom might be com- 
ipared to a machine, wherein the power, generated and operated 
t^from the .center, radiated to all parts of its intricate mechanism to 
make an efficient whole. 

(5) The The system of handling the finances had none of the simplicity 
adminidra- of the provincial administration, since the former, unlike the latter, 
twn was not a deliberate creation but, rather, evolved to a great extent 

out of feudal institutions. The principal direct tax, the taille, had 
originally been the impost which feudal lords paid to their suzerain 
I on extraordinary occasions, and which, like the earlier aides , had 
' been shifted to their tenants and collected by royal officials. Levied 
sometimes on land though more often on all sources of income, it 
fell exclusively on commoners, and since many of the middle class 
were able to purchase exemption, it was predominantly a peasant's 
5stax. Every year the amount of the taille was determined—pre¬ 
sumably by the council of finances at the instance of the comp¬ 
troller. Where there were no assemblies to vote and assess the tax, 
the burden was distributed among the various generalities in 
accordance with their relative wealth; then in each generality the 
intendant fixed the quota for its subdivisions, the Elections, as well 
as for the several parishes in each Election; finally a parish com¬ 
mittee, 1 elected by the taxpayers themselves, assessed it among 
.individuals. The revenue thus raised passed through several handsj 
1 on its way to the royal treasury, some of it being deducted by royal* 

* These collectors were (until 1775) personally responsible lor the quota of their 
parish, and were therefore notoriously harsh in performing their duties. 
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order for local needs. As time went on, other direct taxes, generally 
on income, were instituted, and from the time of Sully the so-called 
corvee, a levy on the peasant's time for work on the public high¬ 
ways. There were also indirect taxes, such as taxes on the sale of 
wine, customs duties or tariffs, tolls on provincial frontiers, and 
the so-called gabelle, a tax on salt which took the form of an arbi¬ 
trary price fixed by the government (which held a monopoly of 
the sale) and which involved the obligation of every householder 
to purchase a certain amount. Most of the indirect taxes were 
farmed out to individuals who were obliged to pay into the treasury 
only a specified proportion of the revenues they raised. There 
were, however, other sources of revenue beside the taxes. The t 
crown still collected dues on its own estates; 1 it sold offices and, 
emoluments; and received voluntary subsidies from the Church.' 

The head of the administration was the superintendent, later the 
comptroller, of the finances, who had the oversight of expenditures 
as well as collections, and sometimes, as in the case of Colbert, 
exercised a sort of regulative power over the economic life of the 
whole realm. 

The judicial administration, like the financial, was somewhat The judicial 
complex, and it had certain unique features. While there were still poweT 
feudal courts in operation, most of their rights had been steadily 
appropriated by the crown, and all the king’s subjects were for 
most cases amenable to the royal courts. The ordinary local judge 
was the prevost, though appeal from his verdict might be made to 
the court of the bailiff. Probably as a means of selling honors to 
aid the treasury the presidial seat had been instituted by Henry II 
in several of the larger towns, and this had cognizance over cases 
in which property of a certain value was involved. The supreme^ 
courts of appeal—called frequently sovereign courts because their, 
judgments were supposed to be final—existed in the shape of the 
parlements, one in each province and an additional one in Paris. 1 ' 

Most of the posts in the judiciary were bought and held for life, 
while a seat in the parlement of Paris became from the time of 
Henry IV the property of the incumbent, wiio might bequeath it 
to his heir or sell it to another. This practice (which was not con¬ 
fined to judicial posts), while it often led to certain abuses, had 


1 The king’s private estates, acquired by purchase, legacy, or donation, are to be 
distinguished from the royal domain which had come to be identified with the whole 
kingdom. 
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the good result of making for judicial independence; for by tradition 
at least a judge was irremovable, as long as an annual tax was 
paid to the crown (graded in proportion to the price of his seat), 
and he was thus able to dispense justice without any fear of dis¬ 
missal. 

It was perhaps because the tribunals of justice were less amenable 
to royal control that the king often took a direct hand in the 
(administration of justice. Such cases were known as “ reserved 
(justice / 9 and the royal pardon may be cited as an example. Most 
often the practice was applied in eases of treason, for handling 
which the local tribunals were often lacking in sufficient moral 
independence. It was for this purpose that the privy council, 
referred to above, had been brought into being. Such cases were 
“evoked” before this council, which would generally examine the 
evidence and, if satisfied, would appoint special commissioners to 
try the offender in question. Since these special tribunals were 
instruments of the crown, specially selected to reflect the royal 
wishes, it was as though the king himself were actually judging the 
case; and it need hardly be added that the verdict was nearly 
always a conviction. This was the practice so frequently employed 
by Richelieu in his efforts to break the power of the nobles. A still 
more arbitrary form of reserved justice was employed by Louis XIV 
who issued what was known as lettres de cachet , a sealed warrant for 
the arrest and punishment of the person whose name was under the 
seal; in this case the victim was not tried by law at all. 

Such is a fragmentary picture of the judiciary of the old mon¬ 
archy. There were numerous other courts (taxation courts, courts 
martial, etc,), but they need not detain us. The judicial r61e of the 
intendant (already mentioned) and that of the council and special 
commissioners constituted a direct interference with the adminis¬ 
tration of justice, from which even the parlements were not exempt, 
though theoretically the system was designed to enforce the reign 
of justice, the source of which was held to be the crown. 

The nobles Save on a few rare occasions all the posts in the bureaucracy 
of the robe exce p t th 0S e of the ministers and ambassadors and a few seats, 
chiefly honorary, in the parlement of Paris, were filled by men of 
the middle class, most of the members of the judiciary being law¬ 
yers. A great many offices, especially in the judiciary, carried with 
them not only ownership (as has been noted) but patents of 
nobility and even immunity from the taille. Thus was constituted 
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(originally in Valois days but greatly developed by the Bour¬ 
bons) a new nobility, known as the “nobility of the robe.” While 
they might in course of time become formidable to the crown, 
their positions were so tied up with the monarchy which had 
created them that under a powerful master they were only efficient 
tools. When later their efficiency and discipline declined, the 
reason may be sought in other circumstances. „ 

It remains now to consider the position of France in Europe The Position 
under Louis XIV. What was this climax of national development Europe 
to signify in France’s relations with other powers? It was natural 
that a monarch with so exalted an opinion of himself and with Foreign 
such power at his command should make his influence felt in every 
part of Europe. In his sending of a contingent to fight the Turks 
he amused himself with thinking that “His Most Christian Maj¬ 
esty” was fulfilling his proper role of crusading against the In¬ 
fidel—so far did Louis go back of the secular policy of his Valois 
predecessors; it was natural, too, that he should lord it over every 
other potentate, the papacy not excluded; and he nearly caused a 
breach with Spain by insisting upon the precedence of his ambas¬ 
sador over Spain’s at an English court ceremonial. When finally 
he came to formulate a definite foreign policy, we may observe 
that it was often essentially reactionary. Imbued with the medie¬ 
val fiction of universal dominion, he twice tried by bribing the 
electors to get himself chosen holy Roman emperor. While in 
seeking to extend his territories to the Rhine he seemed, to be sure, 
to be following a national policy, it may be doubted if he thought 
of practical objects as much as the chance of using his power to 
despoil his neighbors. It was Spain, the occupant of the Nether¬ 
lands, whose weakness most readily tempted attack; and through¬ 
out his foreign adventures Louis always had a number of powers 
angling for his favor or greedily accepting subsidies. Admiration 
for le Grand Monarque and the lure of his gold were powerful 
factors in obtaining allies. And Louis meant that all Europe 
should cower before his throne or feel the force of his will. 

We shall not relate his wars in much detail. * Making an un- The ascent 
provoked aggression under a legal subterfuge, he began war with 
Spain in 1667, and his armies invaded the Netherlands and 
Franche ComtA As Spain had no longer any power of resistance, 
there was nothing apparently to stay the advance of Louis’ well- 
trained armies. Holland; however, became alarmed at the conquest 
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Of the Netherlands, fearing the loss of a buffer state; and when she 
induced England and Sweden to join her in a threat of intervention, 
Louis wisely paused for the moment and decided (1668) to fall back 
upon his diplomatic skill. At least he had slightly pushed back the 
boundary of the Netherlands by acquiring several fortresses on the 
frontier. Meanwhile, by skillful use of diplomacy, backed by 
money, he broke up the Triple Alliance and isolated Holland. 
Wounded pride then demanded that the Dutch should be soundly 
punished for having dared to arrest his march. The Dutch, for 
their part, having lost considerable business as the result of Col¬ 
bert’s tariffs, were not disposed to show a chastened spirit. War 
finally broke out in 1672, and again a large French army swept 
into the Netherlands, with Holland as the objective. The be¬ 
leaguered Dutch, ready now to have peace at almost any price, 
offered terms that would have given France the Rhine as part of 
her boundary. But Louis was a prey to his own arrogance, and his 
demands were so insulting that his little opponents preferred to 
trust their fate to further resistance. After France had lost a 
chance to take Amsterdam by a swift advance, the men of Holland, 
having pluckily cut their dikes to flood the enemy's line of ap¬ 
proach, and then rallied to the leadership of another William of 
Orange, successfully held their ground against the invaders. 
France’s only ally, England, having pulled out of the war, and 
another coalition having formed to oppose him, Louis discreetly 
made peace in 1678, gaining nothing from Holland, but forcing 
Spain to yield to him Franche Comte. The next ten years were an 
interval of nominal peace. Yet, taking advantage of a sudden 
advance of the Turks on the emperor’s capital, he had seized on 
various pretexts several districts and towns that bordered his 
eastern frontier, notably Luxemburg and Strasburg (the former 
capital of Alsace). When in 1684 his possession of all these spoils 
was recognized by treaty, we reach the zenith of Bourbon power. 

The decline The very next year may equally mark the beginning of its decline. 

The revocation of the Edict of Nantes not only drove from France 
some of her most skillful artisans (many of whom went to the 
countries that were soon to be her enemies) but it shocked the 
Protestant world and stiffened that resistance of which Europe 
had given evidence. The League of Augsburg was formed to 
defend the Empire, and it was hoped that Holland—and England 
too if William should supplant her unpopular king—would soon 
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join it. Though he knew that revolution was gathering about 
James II and that William was only delaying his invasion of Eng¬ 
land because the Dutch feared another French blow at the Nether¬ 
lands, Louis made the strategic mistake of leveling his attack on 
the Empire, laying claim to the Rhenish Palatinate whose crown 
was in dispute. Hence William was free to sail at once for England. 
The resultant downfall of James in the Revolution of 1688 and 
the accession of England under William III as well as Holland to 
the League of Augsburg were more serious checks of fortune than 
he had ever experienced before. The course of the war was devoid 
of brilliance on either side, but France ^as the first to feel exhaus¬ 
tion, and in 1697 Louis signed the Treaty of Ryswick, making no 
gains, and actually relinquisliing Luxemburg. For the first time 
in the Bourbon period France had been forced to step back a pace. 

The final struggle to arrest the power of Bourbon France was 
the War of the Spanish Succession (1702-13). The king of Spain, 
Charles II, was an imbecile and childless, and the Spanish nation 
itself was in a state of progressive decay, though some of its nu¬ 
merous possessions (the Spanish Netherlands, the Milanese, and 
the colonial empire in particular) were rich spoils to tempt the 
aggressor. For thirty years the succession to these vast domains 
had been an object of intrigue between Bourbons and Hapsburgs, 
both of whom had a candidate for the inheritance. When Charles 
at length died in 1700 and it was found that in his will Louis' 
grandson, Philip of Anjou, had been designated his heir, French 
policy seemed to have won a unique triumph. Louis naturally 
accepted the proffered crown in the name of his grandson, and the 
rest of Europe prepared to resist this new aggression, as they re¬ 
garded it. More, indeed, was involved than the old question of 
the balance of power, since France might now enjoy the privilege 
of trading with the Spanish colonies, with which, in spite of Spain's 
prohibitions, the English and Dutch had long been carrying on a 
lucrative traffic. For England, moreover, the revival of the old 
danger of a strong power in possession of the Netherlands, was 
sufficient to provoke alarm. Before William's death (in 1702) the 
Grand Alliance had been formed, including England, Holland, 
Austria, and later Brandenburg; and the greatest of Louis' wars 
was fought in a number of theaters, on sea as well as on land. 
After the failure of a French advance on Vienna (the Battle of 
Blenheim [1704] was the first time an army of Bourbon France had 



100 A SHORT HISTORY OF MODERN EUROPE 


met with decisive defeat in the field of battle) France was thrown 
back entirely on the defensive, and not only did she lose her hold 
on Italy, but thanks to the brilliant generalship of the Duke of 
Marlborough, the chief commander on the side of the Allies, she 
was forced to give up the Netherlands as well. Exhausted and yet 
unable to win honorable terms of peace, Louis humbled his pride 
and appealed to his people, now faced with all the perils of invasion. 
The consequent display of a better morale on the part of the 
French, together with the fall of Marlborough and the war party 
in Great Britain, as well as quarrels among the Allies, contributed 
to end the war, which was closed by the Utrecht Settlement 
(1713-5). Philip retained the throne of Spain, though with the 
stipulation that the two crowns should never be united, and he was 
forced to cede the Netherlands and the Milanese to Austria. 
The Dutch got a fortified barrier (the right to garrison certain 
towns of the Austrian Netherlands on the border of France) and 
Great Britain (as we may call England since the union with Scot¬ 
land in 1707) bagged important gains in America, as well as the 
stronghold of Gibraltar, guarding the entrance to the Mediter¬ 
ranean. 

Under the circumstances, and thanks largely to the fact that 
Louis had brought the British to a separate peace without waiting 
for their allies, France had come off remarkably well after so many 
serious reverses. But the sun of Bourbon France had unquestion¬ 
ably set. And the great king himself did not long survive this 
last disastrous struggle. After most of his immediate family 
had been stricken by fatal diseases, thus casting an additional 
Death of cloud over his last years, Louis XIV died in 1715 at the age of 
LomsXW ^ e venty-seven after the unprecedentedly long reign of seventy- 
two years. 

Aftermath The throne now passed in an instant from an old man to a child 
H$V f° ur ~' a great-grandson of the late king. During the minority 
of Louis XV the royal prerogatives were wielded by a nephew of 
Louis XIV, Philip, Duke of Orleans. Though the most famous of 
The Regency all the regencies in French history, the period is not one of great 
historical importance, and is chiefly notable for its reaction against 
the sedate and formal manners of the previous reign. Probably 
never before had society been more reckless or vices more open. 
Yet with all his shameless debauchery the Regent was a man of 
ability, and in foreign affairs his government commanded respect. 
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The chief issue in western Europe was the maintenance of the 
balance of power secured at Utrecht, though there were a few 
slight modifications of this settlement, and the duke of Savoy was 
allowed in 1720 to assume the title of king of Sardinia. Later in 
the century (1738) a prince of the Spanish branch of the house of 
Bourbon acquired Naples and Sicily, known as the “ kingdom of 
the Two Sicilies.” Meanwhile, the so-called “Family Compact” 
united in a constant policy the two Bourbon governments of 
France and Spain—a logical outcome (f the War of the Spanish 
Succession. 

Louis XV began his personal rule in 1723, and, thanks to the 
counsels of Cardinal Floury, whom he made his chief minister 1 in 
1726, France enjoyed for a time a period of real prosperity. Foreign 
trade almost quadrupled; the merchant marine was steadily de¬ 
veloped; and so strict was the Cardinal's economy that the budget 
was regularly balanced, and hence the government’s credit was 
greatly improved. As the result of the War of the Polish Succession 
in which France participated (but under Fleury’s leadership ex¬ 
pended her efforts very judiciously) the reversion 2 of the duchy of 
Lorraine was secured, annexation being effected in 1767. “Thanks 
to the Cardinal,” wrote an over-zealous admirer, “the King is 
master and arbiter of Europe.” But Fleury’s wise and cautious 
policy was upset by young courtiers who obtained an influence over 
the king through one or another of his mistresses. The War of the 
Austrian Succession (1741-8) 3 was a questionable venture and 
brought no compensation for the loss of blood and treasure. More 
disastrous still was the Seven Years’ War (1755-63), which cost 
France the loss of most of her colonies. Louis XV spent his time in 
a riot of self-indulgence and left his policy as a rule to the caprices 
of a mistress. His court was a faint replica of that of Louis XIV. 
There was much the same addiction to ceremonial and there were 
sumptuous ffites at times, but Louis XV was not the one to attract 
“king-worship,” and such was the royal inertia that the courtiers 
were almost constantly intriguing, while favorites like Madame 
de Pompadour squandered the national resources and lowered the 

1 Fleury did not, however, bear the title of prime minister. 

* Lorraine became the possession of the Polish ex-king, the father-in-law of 
Lonis XV, and it was stipulated that on his death it should pass to the crown of 
France* 

1 For the circumstances see ohap. iii, Fleury died in 1743 in the course of the 
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status of royalty itself. The Bourbon monarchy, which had once 
made France the greatest power in Europe, was now heading her 
fast toward an abyss. 
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1. THE RISE OF PRUSSIA 

A. Origins of Prussia 

Brandenburg as a base; Prussia as a base; Early years of Brandenburg- 
Pruasia. 

B. The Making of the Modern State uf Prussia under the Great 

Elector 

Condition of Brandenburg-Prussia on the accession of the Great Elector; 
Character of the Great Elector; Work of the Great Elector; Establish¬ 
ment of the kingdom of Prussia under Frederick I. 

C. Prussia vs. Austria—The Aggrandizement of Prussia 

Frederick William I: his character, work, and importance; Accession and 
character of Frederick the Great; Prussia vs. Austria; Frederick’s wars; 
Estimate of Frederick’s statesmanship. 

2. THE REMAKING OF AUSTRIA 

Obstacles to Austria's progress; Character and work of Maria Theresa; 
Character and policy of Joseph II 


The disintegration of the Holy Roman Kmpire into a collection 
of states which exercised not nominal but actual sovereignty has 
already been pointed out. The helplessness of the empire had 
already been demonstrated when France occupied and acquired 
from Spain the three bishoprics, Metz, Toul, and Verdun, and the 
Thirty Years’ War had seemed to show that Germany must fall a 
victim to the aggressive modern states outside her borders. Not 
so long as peace had to depend on petty princes, often moreover in 
league with a foreign power, could anything but anarchy prevail 
in central Europe. Since the authority of the emperor had slumped 
past hope of recovery, the only chance of filling up this hollow spot 
in Europe lay in the emergence of a modern state within the em¬ 
pire, compact enough and strong enough not only to defend its 
own territories but to reach out, as it were, and bring more and 
more of the other German states within its orbit. Not one but two 
such states actually emerged out of the wreckage of the empire. 
It was because there were two instead of one that Germany became 
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divided into two rival camps. Yet, even so, there came about a 
certain integration which might serve to withstand the foreigner 
and eventually result in the creation of a German nation. The 
first of the two to attain the status of a modern state was Prussia. 

The Rise of Prussia 

The rise of Prussia is a remarkable historical phenomenon. This 
state had its origin in extraordinarily inauspicious conditions, and 
was, in fact, a rather artificial creation. But it had the advantage 
during the early days of its development of being situated some¬ 
what on the fringe of Europe, and when it reached the point of 
struggling for a brighter future, it owed its success to the fusion of 
two factors: opportunism and force. The former was the salient 
quality of the dynasty that made Prussia, while the military tradi¬ 
tions which gave that quality both its scope and its chance of 
success were the gift of her landed nobility. But this union of the 
two did not occur until the seventeenth century. We must go back 
to these two bases before we erect this singular state. 

The Hohenzollerns, the family which made Prussia what she 
became, were originally petty princes of southern Germany. They 
managed to make themselves useful to the holy Roman emperors; 
and eventually, in return for some support to the Emperor Sigis- 
mund, one, Frederick von Hohenzollern, was rewarded in 1415 
with the principality of Brandenburg. This little “march,” as it 
was called, had been a frontier appanage of the German crown, 
designed as a sort of dam to hold back the Slavs and Lithuanians 
from inundating the empire. After two centuries of skillful man¬ 
agement it had fallen into decay under a new dynasty, and was not, 
perhaps, a very promising prize when it came to the lot of the 
Hohenzollerns. Yet this family has seldom missed a chance of 
grabbing territory, and its prestige was much enhanced by the 
conferment upon its chief of the dignity of an elector of the empire. 
During the following two centuries the little state managed to 
acquire more elbow room, and out of the Cleve-Jiilich affair 
(which has been noted in another connection), 1 it got a footing on 
the Rhine—far removed, however, from the center of the elector's 
power. Its greatest good fortune came in' 1618 when Brandenburg 
acquired Prussia; and this now leads us to consider the other base 
of this awkward political structure. 

1 See page 72. 
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The military strain which has run through most of the history of Prussia as 
Prussia and later manifested itself so clearly in Imperial Germany a 6 
may perhaps be traced back to a band of German knights. These 
knights were the members of the so-called Teutonic Order, founded 
in 1190, and, as in the case of most crusading orders, intended for 
service in the Holy Land. Since, however, crusades against the 
Infidel had quite gone out of fashion, and since there was mission¬ 
ary work to be done on the shores of the Baltic by way of taming 
the heathen tribes beyond the borders of the empire, the grand 
master desired to move the order thither, and hence early in the 
thirteenth century the papacy authorized it to enter the marshy 
wilderness east of the Oder, convert the natives of that region, a 
people of Lithuanian stock known as the Prussians, and carve out 
an ecclesiastical state. The precedent had already been set by 
another knightly order, the Sword Bearers or Livonian Knights, 
who had occupied for similar purposes Livonia and Esthonia, 
further up on the Baltic littoral. The Teutonic Knights—mostly 
Germans, as their name indicates, though there were later recruits 
from other peoples—had all the roughness of pioneers combined 
with the zeal of crusaders, and, garbed in their white robes, each 
of which was surmounted by a huge black cross, they commenced 
in 1231 their holy war of conquest. 

It was not, as it turned out, an easy task. The Prussians resisted 
these intruders with a bravery akin to desperation, and it was 
half a century before they were finally subdued. They were then 
promptly Christianized by the sword and also reduced to serfdom. 

Most of the knights became landed proprietors, but other Germans 
came who were permitted to settle as merchants and founded 
thriving towns which took a brisk share of the Baltic trade. Hence 
the order maintained a navy as well as an army. Though the land 
itself was only rich in spots, there were not many to possess it, and 
marshes and forests provided a fairly defensible frontier. At the 
height of the order in the fourteenth century its military power was 
formidable, and it successfully held back both Poles and Lithua¬ 
nians from access to the sea. But the problem of a small contingent 
of some two thousand men holding the supreme power was one 
that required continuous skill, and the order became a prey to 
inner dissensions which sapped its strength. In the fifteenth cen¬ 
tury it lost the famous Battle of Tannenberg to the Poles, and had 
to accept the suzerainty of the king of Poland as well as to cede to 
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him West Prussia. A century later the state beoame secularised 
when the order, whose religious fervor had long since declined, 
became converted to Lutheranism—a step which resulted in the 
conversion of the knights into hereditary nobles, while the grand 
master of the order became hereditary duke of Prussia. This 
duke, as it happened (though it was due much less to chance than 
to successful politics), was a Hohenzollem, and it was he who had 
successfully carried through the transformation of the order, solely, 
of course, to aggrandize himself and his family. Seeing the op¬ 
portunity thus presented, the Elector of Brandenburg drew closer 
to his kinsman, linked his house by marriage with that of the 
duke, and finally in 1569, after much bargaining with the King of 
Poland, he acquired the succession to the duchy for the crown of 
Brandenburg. On the death of the last duke of the original ltie in 
1618 the elector succeeded to the title. 

The union of Brandenburg and Prussia was a stride in the ad¬ 
vancement of the Hohenzollem fortunes. The Prussian nobility, 
descendants of the knights, were excellent fighting material if they 
could ever be tamed, and the state had been considerably enlarged. 
During the Thirty Years’ War, which had commenced the same 
year, Brandenburg-Prussia had to pass through a critical period, 
but by following as far as possible a cautious neutrality, she kept 
the lands she had been shrewd enough to secularize, and when 
finally forced by Sweden to enter the war, she expended no more 
effort than was necessary. Apart from timidity and greed, the 
elector George William found it constitutionally difficult to make 
up his mind—perhapB because he had little mind to make up. He 
had no scruple about changing sides, and in the end the electorate 
was pretty badly pillaged. In 1640 his son and successor, Frederick 
William (1640-88), definitely withdrew from the war, and hus¬ 
banded his resources till the final peace. By the Treaties of West¬ 
phalia Brandenburg-Prussia became the recognised possessor of 
all the gains she had made since 1610 including Farther Pomerania, 
which brought the electorate of Brandenburg to the sea. Fortune 
had certainly blown her way; but not the least cause of ho* growth 
had been the steady refusal to place the cause of German Protes¬ 
tantism above her own partioul&rist interests. Nothing ever took 
second place to them. 

But if we go back to 1640, the outlook hod been far^from prom¬ 
ising. The task which confronted the Great Elector on histones* 
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8ion was that of making a disorganized and impoverished state 
into a strong and prosperous nation. Except for the fact that he 
had no external enemy to fear, his problem was one of extraordinary 
difficulty. His territories were divided into three, groups (not 
counting the ancestral patrimony in the south):'the Rhenish 
provinces, the electorate, and the duchy of Prussia (now confined 
to East Prussia). In all these divisions, but particularly irf the 
eastern and western, local privileges were strong, the nobles being 
still a privileged body, with the usual feudal status in matters 
financial and military. In Prussia this class, proud of its knightly 
lineage, was particularly tenacious of its rights. The economic 
aspects of the problem were hardly less discouraging than the 

political. While Prussia was 
fairly rich, and the Rhenish 
provinces well situated for 
trade, Brandenburg was a 
sandy waste without adequate 
outlet to the sea (since the 
mouth of the Oder was still in 
Sweden’s hands), and nothing, 
indeed, but the diligence of a 
people inured to hardship eked 
anything from the soil. Indus¬ 
try was almost as backward 
as agriculture; and, in fact, 
materially and culturally Bran- 
denburg-Prussia was far below 
the level of western Europe. Moreover, she had greatly suffered 
from the exhaustion of the later years of the War. What she 
needed was a ruler who would look at the state in the terms of 
the whole and plan a definite work of reconstruction. Such a 
ruler she found in the Great Elector. 

Frederick William, known in history as the Great Elector, was a 
lad of twenty when he came to the throne. He had been educated 
largely in Holland, and his acquaintance there with a superior 
civilization had probably much to do with properly training him 
for his work. Rough and at times violent, and thoroughly un¬ 
scrupulous in his means of attaining an end, he was a man of 
shrewd judgment, tireless energy, and inflexible will. Perhaps the 
fact that he was a Calvinist by conviction partly accounts for his 
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patience under difficulties and his iron determination. He was, 
moreover, extraordinarily tolerant. He got along with his Lutheran 
subjects, and neither Catholic nor Protestant was hampered in his 
religion or debarred from the public service. He was, in short, a 
practical statesman, ready enough to learn from others, and 
equally ready to employ any visible expedient for accomplishing 
whatever object he had in view. 

Such a man, therefore, was equal to the problem, and since he work of the 
had also the good fortune of a long reign of forty-eight years, he 
achieved a great work of reconstruction. Instead of following it 
chronologically, we shall summarize his work. 

In the first place, the Great Elector not only enabled Branden- 
burg-Prussia to recover from the devastation of the Thirty Years* 

War; he developed her resources and gained for her a real pros¬ 
perity. To enable his people to know better methods of farming 
he encouraged the Dutch to settle in his dominions and found 
colonies, which, as he properly reasoned, might serve as an object 
lesson for his people in farming and gardening. What the Dutch 
did for agriculture French Huguenots did for manufactures. Old 
industries prospered and new ones were created. Mercantilist like 
all other rulers of his age, he adopted a protective tariff and severely 
regulated industry. For the development of commerce he cut a 
canal between the Spree and the Oder (thus giving Berlin, his 
capital, access to the sea), got privileges of navigation on the Elbe, 
and dredged the ports of Prussia. He even fitted out a company to 
trade with the African coast, and though this enterprise failed, the 
expanding commerce of his state was evidence of the measure of his 
success. 

In the second place the Great Elector so developed and added 
to the existing organs of government that he created a fairly 
workable bureaucracy and made the power of the crown supreme 
throughout the realm. When he encountered opposition in East 
Prussia, he did not hesitate to deal it crushing blows. Three 
Prussian nobles were put to death and others made to feel the force 
of his will. He may be said to have tamed the Prussian nobles and 
pressed them into the service of the crown. In reorganizing the 
government he made the secret council of state (usually meeting 
in hfe presence) the working center, while ministers undertook the 
work of administration—not divided, however, according to the va¬ 
rious departments of business but following strictly geographical 
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lines. In the provinces he ignored or bullied the local diets and 
vested the chief responsibility in stadtholders, chosen by himself 
and responsible to the council of state. It is not improbable that, 
like Sweden, he employed the French government as his model, 
and some of the taxes, such as the gabelle and the excise, were 
interestingly reminiscent of France; but he went even further than 
the French crown in encroaching on the privileged immunity of 
the nobles. In 1688, at the time of his death, the revenue raised 
was seven times what it had been in 1640—a fact eloquent of good 
management as well as the increased prosperity of the country. 
But the greatest result of his statecraft was the welding of these 
disharmonious provinces of his realm into a fairly compact unit. 
He made Prussia a modern state. 

In the third place, the Great Elector may be said to have founded 
the military power of Prussia. *For the customary local militias 
and irregular levies he substituted a standing army. By the end 
of his reign it had been trebled, being about 30,000 strong. For its 
training and management he had the invaluable aid of the “ jun¬ 
kers” (the Prussian nobility) whose military traditions provided 
standards that eventually conferred on the state an almost unique 
reputation. Perhaps also they were responsible for the harsh 
discipline enforced in the army, though the men of Brandenburg- 
Prussia, schooled by their long and tedious struggle with the land, 
were good material for the molding of such a machine. The support 
of the army (poorly as it was paid) and the care of the national 
defenses constituted the greatest claim on the budget and was 
always a grievous burden. But there is little doubt that the reputa¬ 
tion of these troops had much to do with Brandenburg-Prussia's 
improved standing in the world. 

In the fourth place, the Great Elector not only made Branden- 
burg-Prussia the strongest state in Germany; he gave her a prestige 
that precluded her any longer from being regarded solely as a 
German power. Indeed, no previous ruler of his state had played 
so important a rdle in European affairs. Very slippery and astute 
in his foreign relations,.he was sometimes the enemy of France, 
sometimes her subsidised friend. He failed to win the coveted 
mouth of the Oder through a war with Sweden, since Louis XIV 
insisted cm ins giving up his conquests, but his victory over the 
Swedes demonstrated the superiority of his army over soldiers who 
had hitherto been looked upon as supreme; and by pkying off 
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Sweden and Poland against each other he acquired from the 
Polish king full sovereignty over Prussia, Save for his honorary 
vassalage, as elector, to the emperor, he could lift his head as 
proudly as the King of France. All that seemed to be needed for 
the national dignity was the elevation of his dominions to the 
status of a kingdom. 

The son of the Great Elector was, in general, unlike his father. Establish- 
The Great Elector had been a man of simple habits, and his little kingdom^! 
court, far from emulating Versailles, was, as one historian puts it, 
more like a family circle. Frederick, his son (1688-1713), on the Frederick l 
contrary, had great love for the trappings of power. He was ex¬ 
travagantly fond of ceremony and delighted in gorgeous liveries. 

Unlike his father, too, Frederick (who had been an invalid in his 
youth) had no tastes for anything military, and, if he augmented his 
army, it was probably more in order to enhance his personal dig¬ 
nity than for any practical purpose. Though he did appreciate 
science and founded an academy for its encouragement, he can 
hardly be said to have revealed a domestic policy, added little 
to the development of institutions, and put his state deeply in 
debt by his extravagance. 

Yet Frederick had some of the Hohenzollern astuteness. By 
bargaining with the Emperor, who wanted the support of his army 
in the War of the Spanish Succession, Frederick got for himself and 
his house a royal title. While this raising of Prussia to the dignity 
of a kingdom may seem but a paltry achievement, it emphasized 
the fact that Prussia had an importance quite apart from her 
position in Germany, and fittingly crowned the work of the Great 
Elector. The time must come when she would snatch equality with 
Austria and come to be classed, like the Hapsburg state, as a 
“great power." 

Frederick William (1713-40), the son and successor of Fred- Prussia t>«. 
erick I, had all the coarseness and hardness of one who cared for the^man- 
nothing but the army and lacked the intellect to perceive any rdle °/ 
for a Prussian king but that of a military chief. Heady now to n “ 
take her place among the powers of first rank, Prussia was still „ , ., 

fiVfifipwPK 

a land practically devoid of any culture, with no horizon beyond William I: 
the severely material duty of living her life. Frederick William Strader, 
had nothing but contempt for art and letters, and when he found 
that hi« promising son (the future Frederick the Great) had literary mP ° 
tastes, he pew rested till he was content that he had finally 



112 A SHORT HISTORY OF MODERN EUROPE 

pounded them out of his heart and crushed his youthful longings. 
With a single thought in mind he made his home seem like a bar¬ 
rack and his kingdom an armed camp. Crusty in disposition and 
boorish in his manners, he was at all times a martinet, and the fear 
which he inspired is well illustrated by the story of the officer who 
had the wrong man executed rather than face his sovereign’s dis¬ 
pleasure for executing no one at all. Frederick William had, in 
fact, the Hohenzollern traits carried to the point where virtues 
become vices. He was strong-willed to the point of obstinacy, 
economical to the point of parsimony, and—though he must be 
credited with great fortitude when suffering physical pain—cau¬ 
tious to the point of timidity. Probably much of his brutality is 
to be ascribed to his physical condition, for he was often tortured 
with gout and not infrequently intoxicated. Yet it is seldom that 
he showed a spark of human feeling and even the sincerity of his 
religion hardly atones for the uglier features of his character. 

Indeed Frederick William typified Prussia at her worst. Every¬ 
one lived for the maintenance and improvement of the army. The 
ranks were steadily filled by the rigors of conscription, while 
everyone, not a soldier, was made to feel acutely the burden on his 
resources. The King himself was used to skimping, for even as a 
boy he had kept a strict account of every penny saved, and what he 
did not spend on the equipment of his soldiers he hoarded in the 
treasury. And yet this royal drillmaster had no desire to fight. His 
r61e in foreign politics, though sometimes treacherous, was also 
often obsequious—especially toward Austria. Only once did he use 
his army—when Charles XII of Sweden, broken by his terrific 
struggle with Russia, stood at bay against a coalition of powers; 
then Frederick William espied an easy victory and added to his 
kingdom part of Swedish Pomerania, gaining at last for Prussia 
the coveted mouth of the Oder. But generally he was content with 
watching his soldiers drill, holding elaborate parades, and shaping 
a code of discipline unparalleled in its severity. It was as though 
this fine army were a work of art that might be spoiled if it were 
plunged into the hurly-burly of battle. The army was, in short, 
his hobby—not better illustrated than by the efforts which he 
made to secure the tallest specimens for his service. 

And yet, with all his limitations, Frederick William played a 
part in the upbuilding of Prussia. In obtaining a port for Branden¬ 
burg, he added something of really solid and positive value. With 
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his ingrained sense of order he somewhat improved the bureau¬ 
cratic machine, giving unity to the military and financial adminis¬ 
tration. Perhaps his greatest achievement was his enactment that 
elementary schooling, where possible, should be compulsory; and 
with all his parsimony he established more than a thousand rural 
schools. 1 If he melted down the sumptuous plate and sold many 
of the treasures of his father, he at all events kept abundant money 
in his coffers; and it was this well-filled treasury and his well- 
trained army that made possible the achievements of his son. Mil¬ 
itary to the core, Prussia was ready to cross swords with other 
powers, with every reason for confidence in the outcome. 

It is idle, perhaps, to speculate what Frederick the Great might Accession 
have been if he had not been subjected in his youth to the brutal- character of 
ities of such a father. When his attempt at flight had failed and he 
was compelled to witness the execution of his dearest friend, the 
companion of his escapade, Frederick learned to become expert in 
deceit, keeping up his literary pursuits in secret, while ostensibly 
learning the details of administration under his father’s relentless 
eye. When he came to the throne in 1740, he was a man without 
any softness of any kind. His heart was of steel; his mind was that 
of the cynic who sees only the frailties of humanity and does not 
scruple to make use of them; he had no code of honor save a 
steadfastness to the one objective which he sought—the welfare 
of the State. Yet he kept his taste for letters, and he had too fine 
an intellect to satisfy himself with paltry things. He also appre¬ 
ciated merit, and, while he was irrascible and exacting like the 
typical Hohenzollern, he had the knack of inspiring his subjects 
with devotion as well as respect. He was truly unfortunate in never 
having experienced—what meant so much to the average German 
—the joys and solace of family life. He ignored his wife (who had 
been foisted on him for political reasons by his father) and after the 
deaths of his mother and sister to whom he was sincerely attached, 
no creature save his faithful dogs ever really got close to his heart. 

Yet he was too much of a philosopher to let his warped soul make 

1 Frederick William made attendance compulsory whefe schools existed. His 
son, Frederick the Great, continued his policy, and decreed that if parents could 
not meet the cost of tuition, it should be paid by the Church or from the poor 
funds, In 1787—a year after his death—the management of schools was trans¬ 
ferred from the Church to a government council of education. A few of the smaller 
German states (Weimar, first of all), under the influence of Luther’s stress on educa¬ 
tion, had enacted compulsory elementary education in the seventeenth century, 
but the law was often difficult to enforee for lack of schools or teachers. 
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him miserable, and doubtless he found a certain measure of happi¬ 
ness in his reading, his reflections, and his absorption in his work. 
Duty was enthroned as never before in Prussia. Whether or not his 
application of this virtue was well conceived, whether or not he 
always knew what was best for Prussia may well be questioned. 
But at least he put the interest of Prussia, as he conceived it, above 
all other considerations. It was not his fault that his age imposed 
the whole responsibility on the monarch. 

Methodical as he was and in some ways narrow-minded, Fred¬ 
erick the Great was the one Hohenzollern who dared to strike 
boldly and put his power to the hazard -though, even so, it must 
be admitted that his youth and the play of accident had something 
to do with his action. In the very year of his accession, 1740, when 
he was only twenty-eight, occurred the fateful death of the Em¬ 
peror Charles VI, leaving a daughter, Maria Theresa, to succeed 
to the Hapsburg lands. One may wonder, if the opportunity had 
not presented itself of taking advantage of an inexperienced 
woman, beset with manifold difficulties, whether Frederick would 
deliberately have embarked on a war of aggression. At all events 
he did not hesitate. He made up his mind to have Silesia. Appro¬ 
priation of this province seemed geographically justified, since, 
situated as it was in the upper valley of the Oder, it was a natural 
appendage to his dominions, and in Prussia’s possession would 
afford her an extension of her natural frontier on the Austrian side. 
Finally it may be suspected that he yearned to match his power 
with that of Austria and to gain for Prussia in the eyes of the world 
a recognition of equality with the more venerable German state. 
Some musty claims to Silesia were easily found in the Prussian 
archives (for no monarch of the modern world began war, however 
aggressive, without some specious pretext), and it was also true 
enough that Austria had not fulfilled her bargain when Frederick 
William had agreed to endorse the Pragmatic Sanction—-that in¬ 
strument which had provided for the Austrian succession and for 
the preservation of which Charles VI has spent most of his reign 
in purchasing the assent of the Powers. Certainly it was no one’s 
but Austria’s business who was chosen to rule her territories, and 
the rights of other claimants had been long ago renounced. The 
sum and substance of it was that Frederick wanted Silesia and in¬ 
tended to filch it in one way or another. i 

Having resolved to plunder his rival, he offered her two altema- 
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tives—either an alliance against her other enemies if she would 
cede Silesia to him peacefully or war if she refused. Since Maria 
Theresa treated such a proposal as it deserved, Frederick forthwith 
invaded Silesia and thus precipitated a European war. 

Though Silesia was the stake, it was a test of strength between 
the two chief German states. Looking at the situation broadly, we 
can see that all the advantages were on the side of Prussia. Austria 
was still largely disorganized—hardly yet a modern state, while 
Prussia had a fairly efficient bureaucracy and an unquestionably 
superior army, not to mention the unknown military gifts of her 
sovereign. In addition to this Austria had to face not one but a 
host of enemies, since Prussia was not the only one to disregard her 
pledges. Apart from some meager subsidies from Great Britain, 

Maria Theresa got no aid from beyond her borders. 

The War of the Austrian Succession, which began in 1741, was a Frederick ’« 
complicated struggle in which the fortunes of war often varied but 
never long deserted Frederick. He did not scruple to leave his 
allies, France and Bavaria, in the lurch by twice withdrawing from 
the war; and a re-entry into the struggle, after he had got Silesia 
by treaty, was a second act of aggression, prompted, it seems, by 
the fear that Austria, then victorious, would succeed in redressing 
the balance. In the end he kept Silesia, and though the war dragged 
on till 1748, it had closed for Frederick himself three years earlier. 

It is sometimes the case, however, that duplicity wins a measure 
of retribution. Prussia had no friends after the war was over, and 
the enmity of Maria Theresa was only cooling until she found a 
favorable occasion for recovering the province she had lost. No 
doubt also the contempt which Frederick expressed for all women, 
and for three women in particular, Maria Theresa, the Czarina 
Elizabeth, and Madame de Pompadour, had something to do with 
forming a new coalition against him. In the Seven Years’ War, 
which began in 1756 he had Austria in front of him, Russia on one 
flank, France on the other, and even (for a time) Sweden in the 
rear. By a timely blow in anticipation of his enemies he had pre¬ 
vented his neighbor, Saxony, from adding her strength to the 
league, and an alliance with England gave him at least financial 
aid. Yet in spite of his marvelous generalship and a fortitude 
that had to endure even the sacking of his capital, Frederick the 
Great would certainly have suecumbed to defeat but for an extra¬ 
ordinary piece of luck. In 1761 the death of the Czarina was fol- 
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lowed by the accession of the mad czar, Peter III, who so far re¬ 
versed the policy of his predecessor that he restored East Prussia 
which had been won by Russian arms and even entered into an 
alliance with the late enemy of his country. Though his deposition 
in 1762 put an end to Russian participation, the war ended as it 
began with no gains for any of the belligerents. Frederick kept 
Silesia but at a frightful cost. 

And he had had his fill of fighting. Indeed he took extreme pre¬ 
cautions to prevent being drawn into another struggle; for, though 
he was fortunate enough to obtain a slice of Poland, this was rather 
the kind of easy and cheap aggrandizement in which the Hohenzol- 
lerns were most adept. But he kept his energies to the end, proving 
himself a monarch of peace as well as of war, and died in 1786 at 
the age of seventy-four. 

In seeking to take the measure of Frederick’s statesmanship we 
must now take a survey of his work. What were his contributions 
to the forward march of Prussia? They were mostly in external 
policy. In the first place, he strengthened Prussia’s frontiers by the 
acquisition of Silesia and widened the distance between his capital 
and the Austrian frontier. He also acquired what was most im¬ 
portant, the province of West Prussia (obtained by the First Parti¬ 
tion of Poland in 1772), which, by connecting East Prussia with 
Brandenburg, gave his kingdom that territorial unity which she 
had sadly lacked. In the second place, by the excellence of his 
army and the display of his own genius as a tactician in many 
victorious battles he won for Prussia a position of first rank among 
the powers. She would now be considered a great power along with 
Austria, and her word would count powerfully in European politics. 
That was perhaps the most striking significance of his career. As 
one writer has expressed it, “The Prussian state no less than the 
Prussian army had cast its spell over the mind of Europe.” Thirdly 
and finally, Frederick improved his country somewhat along vari¬ 
ous lines of internal development. It was important that she should 
stand the strain of war and it was hence necessary to sharpen her 
efficiency. Just as he augmented and improved his army (raised 
ultimately to 160,000 on a peace footing with a potential increase 
to 200,000), so he brought about a greater co-ordination in the civil 
administration—the more necessary as he never ceased personally 
to direct it. He also continued the work of his predecessors in 
encouraging both industry and commerce; he connected the Elbe 
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and Vistula by a series of canals; and he continued and carried to 
a greater extent than ever before the policy of internal coloniza¬ 
tion. Immigrants were attracted from all parts of Germany to 
settle in his dominions, and he gave especial attention to his new 
province of West Prussia, planting German colonists among the 
Poles to raise the native level of civilization and directly assisting 
the peasants by subsidies and other means. A learned historian has 
estimated that at the end of the eighteenth century a third of the 
population of Prussia was composed of immigrants or sons of 
immigrants. Such, moreover, is an illustration of the essential 
continuity of Hohenzollern policy. 

Yet Frederick's statesmanship, marked as it was, is not wholly 
free from criticism. It may be questioned whether Silesia was 
worth the hatred which his country had to incur through the 
circumstances of its seizure or worth the hardships that had to be 
endured in order to keep it. Well did Mirabeau say, “ Prussia is 
not a people that has an army but an army that has a people." 
From the Great Elector down the size and cost of the army were 
out of proportion to the population or its resources and the burden 
must have been crushing to the spirit as well as the body. Inured 
to militarism, the Prussians became over-disciplined—to the cost 
of imagination and initiative. Moreover, Frederick's very com¬ 
petence turned out to be an obstacle to the development of his 
people. “The first servant of the State," as he called himself, he 
engrossed so much responsibility, supervising even the smallest 
details of administration, that he left too little to the discretion of 
his subordinates. He did not even bother to train his heir; much 
less did he fit his public servants to carry on when he had gone; so 
that even his wonderful army became after his death little more 
than a pretentious but rusty machine. Finally, with all his study 
and enlightenment Frederick made hardly a dent in the existing 
social system, which was actually so stratified in Prussia that 
members of one class were debarred from acquiring land from 
those of another, and each class was carefully restricted to its 
traditional pursuits. Though it is true that fee carefully purged 
the criminal code of its worst features, he did little to relieve the 
crushing burdens of the peasantry, which, indeed, had been in¬ 
creased by the rigors of conscription. He had the intelligence to 
anticipate much of the work of the French Revolution, but he 
lacked the soul of the innovator, or else perhaps he was too much 
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of a patriot (in a narrow sense) to run the risk of weakening the 
structure of the state. 

None the less Frederick the Great was a dominating figure in 
his age, and the r61e he played was in some degree at least a tes¬ 
timony of the qualities of his house. Four generations of Hohen- 
zollems had contributed each in turn to rear a solid structure that 
even later disasters could not wholly bring to ruin. Certain it is 
that Prussia could now hold her own with Austria and match her 
for the hegemony of Germany. 

The Remaking of Austria 

Somewhat parallel with the development of a new state, Prussia, 
occurred the recasting of an old one, Austria. The rivalry between 
the two in the eighteenth century could never have been foreseen 
in the sixteenth, for the ruler of the Holy Roman Empire was one 
of the greatest monarchs at a time when Prussia, or rather Branden¬ 
burg, was a struggling little electorate. But while possession of the 
imperial crown gave Austria her chief distinction, it was also an 
element of weakness. Championship of the Catholic cause in the 
Thirty Years' War and the attempt to control the course of 
German politics had only served to waste her opportunities. When 
the Peace of Westphalia finally dispelled the dream of Catholic 
ascendency in Europe and imperial sovereignty in the Holy 
Roman Empire, there was a chance at last that the Hapsburg 
emperors would follow a national policy. The heart of their 
Strength lay in their hereditary dominions, Austria and its ap¬ 
pendages, Styria, Carniola, Carinthia, Hungary, and Bohemia. 
Here, on and near the Danube, were the materials for the founding 
of a strong state. The reconquest of Hungary from the Turks— 
undertaken toward the close of the seventeenth century—had 
seemed to show that the Hapsburg rulers had at last become 
disillusioned as to the worth of the imperial claims. 

But the emperors were not yet through with dynastic dreams. 
The question of the Spanish succession had fatally reopened the 
old question of uniting the thrones of Vienna and Madrid, and the 
result of the subsequent war was to saddle them at least with 
strange and remote possessions, the Netherlands and the Milanese. 
Moreover, an effect of the Thirty Years' War and the wars of 
Louis XIV had been to divert the Hapsburg rulers from the more 
important problem of internal development. There were, it Is 
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true, the meager foundations of a bureaucracy. Ferdinand II had 
established a central council; and a corps of officials, financial and 
judicial, combatted with indifferent success the political chaos of an 
essentially feudal state. But the kingdom of Hungary had its own 
separate diet as well as the traditions of political self-sufficiency; 

Bohemia also had her provincial estates as also did every province 
of Austria proper; and in the Netherlands particularism was 
too strong to admit of any interference. To get money to run the 
government or to wage war the emperors had to bargain with a 
multitude of interests. It was not until the time of Maria Theresa 
that serious effort was made to give this living skeleton a body to 
make it move. 

Maria Theresa, who began to rule this scattered empire in Character 
1740, was a woman who combined a fervent patriotism with a a £^ rk °* 
fine judgment of what was essential to her success. Endowed with Theresa 

common sense rather than orig- —— m jmi 

inality, religious to the point 
of bigotry, but possessed of a 
warm heart and a steadfast 
soul, she set herself to the task 
of developing in her subjects 
an allegiance capable of unified 
action Under the crown. But 
she was aware not only of her 
country’s limitations but of 
her own. Too loyal to faithful 
service to dismiss the aged 
counselors of her father, she 
waited until they died; then 
she picked such men as Kau- 
nits who were in sympathy 
with her policy and could give 
her valuable advice. Mean¬ 
while the tremendous ordeal which she had had to face almost 
from the moment of her accession—the War of the Austrian 
Succession—had had two notable effects. It showed her that the 
various peoples of different languages and traditions who made up 
the population of her realm were capable of a personal loyalty to 
the crown—something, indeed, on which she could build. And 
secondly it was borne upon her that she could not hope to recover 
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Silesia until her house was set in order. The new counselors she 
chose were relied upon to tell how to do this. 

It is obvious that for this scattered and polyglot realm to become 
a modern state was a harder task than for any other European 
power. The fact that Maria Theresa developed a better-working 
bureaucracy; that she was able to put into the field an army of 
over 100,000; that, above all, she was able to encroach on the 
immunity of the nobles from taxation and levy taxes on Church 
property attests well to the resolution and capacity of the sovereign 
and her ministers. She never ventured to suppress the various 
diets, and she failed to persuade the Hungarians to bear their proper 
share of the national burdens, but, as in the case of the Bourbon 
monarchy, she forced the local diets to vote what subsidies she 
pleased (usually for a ten-year period); she also limited municipal 
autonomy, unified the judicial administration (with Hungary ex¬ 
cepted), promulgated uniform codes of law, and furthered unity by 
building a fine system of highways. When she died in 1780, it 
might be said that Austria proper and Bohemia were subjected to 
the direct control of the government. Imperfect as it might be in 
some respects, so much of Austria might be called a modern state. 

It might have been well if her successor had built more slowly 
on this groundwork. The assimilation of regions like Hungary 
and the Netherlands, entrenched as they were in long-established 
privileges that antedated Hapsburg rule, was a problem better 
solved by time than by efforts at coercion. Unfortunately Joseph II 
was a headstrong idealist, who, thoroughly versed in the rationalism 
imbibed from the French philosophers, set out to achieve a com¬ 
plete renovation of his realm, failing totally to comprehend the 
latent force with which human nature with its essential con¬ 
servatism and self-interest can resist the impatient reformer. 
Doubtless, if there is such a thing as taking one’s duty too seriously, 
that charge could be made against Joseph. Deprived by sudden 
death of a wife to whom he was tenderly attached, he sought his 
whole solace in his work, seldom allowing his natural charm to 
filter through the earnest gravity of his demeanor. Naturally 
kind-hearted, he reasoned that kindness had best be imparted 
wholesale through thoroughgoing reforms. ‘ His sense of justice 
demanded that all his subjects should be equal before the law and 
equally amenable to the crown according to their capacity. A 
stickler for order and efficiency, he determined to have a uniform 
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administration. Solicitous for Austria’s future, he hoped to give 
her a more compact and defensible position. He would have been 
too wise to achieve success in a democratic commonwealth; as a 
despot he might have succeeded—provided he had been strong 
enough to force his way to the end. 

The recounting of the more important of Joseph’s reforms will 
suffice to show his policy. He reorganized his dominions by the 
creation of thirteen new administrative divisions at the head of 
each of which was a magistrate whose business it was to see that 
the laws were enforced and that the peasant was protected from 
any injustice on the part of his lord. Such an arbitrary arrangement 
took no account of provincial boundaries or even the peculiar status 
of the Netherlands and Hungary. Obviously the local diets were 
deprived of all authority, and practically ceased to function. He 
took steps also to make German the official language of Hungary, 
though it is clear that he did not, as the Hungarians feared, intend 
to supplant the native officials by Germans. He levied taxes on 
land without regard to privileged interests, the nobility and the 
Church being forced to contribute their share, and he sought to 
make Hungary raise her proper quota of the national revenue. 
His social reforms were no less radical. Anxious to undermine 
feudal institutions and put his subjects more nearly on a level, he 
abolished serfdom, allowed the peasant to commute the corv&e 
into a money payment, and made it legally possible for him to 
become a landed proprietor. Besides appropriating for the crown 
the appointment of the higher clergy, he established seminaries 
under State auspices for the better training of priests, established 
the civil marriage, legalized divorce, and allowed non-Catholics 
religious freedom as well as eligibility to office. For the better 
enlightenment of his realm he instituted a system of free, public, 
and compulsory education. Aside from his program of reform, his 
activities deserve attention. Following mercantilist ideas, he 
established almost prohibitive tariffs on many foreign commodities. 
In his foreign policy he tried to get a longer coast-line on the 
Adriatic, and he grasped at an opportunity of exchanging the 
Netherlands for Bavaria—a plan which was frustrated by a coali¬ 
tion of German states engineered by Frederick the Great. It was 
another instance of the old rivalry between Prussia and Austria. 

Unfortunately few of Joseph’s reforms survived him. It was 
obvious that class privileges and interests as well as national and 



122 


A SHORT HISTORY OF MODERN EUROPE 


local traditions had been drastically attacked, and the result was 
profound and widespread dissatisfaction culminating in open 
resistance on the part of Hungary and the Netherlands. He might 
well have succeeded with many of his reforms, but, as was said of 
him by a contemporary, 4 ‘he never took the first step before he 
had taken the second,” It was the irony of his good intentions 
that even the peasants seemed not to appreciate what he had done 
for them; they failed to understand the limits of their freedom, and 
in some cases rose in arms against their landlords. As he lay dying 
in 1790 he realized how completely and tragically he had failed. 
The Low Countries were lost; Hungary was in ferment; from no 
quarter was gratitude or sympathy extended. His epitaph, he said, 
should be: “Here lies the man who never succeeded in anything 
that he attempted.” His brother, Leopold II, who succeeded him, 
was compelled to reverse his policy completely, thus recovering the 
allegiance of Hungary and the Netherlands, and pacifying the 
realm of privilege. Only the abolition of serfdom in some of the 
Austrian dominions remained out of the wreck of Joseph's program. 

Joseph II was the statesman par excellence of the age of reason. 
He failed because, human nature being as it is, a statesman must, 
if he is to succeed, be also an expert politician and, like Henry IV 
of France, appreciate the extent of his power. In many ways he 
belonged to the nineteenth century rather than the eighteenth, and 
history does not move with as rapid strides as he had ordained. 
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tion of Frederick the Great; First Partition of Poland; Treaty of Kutchuk 
Kainardji. 

D. The Eastern Question as the Stake of International Rivalries 

Catherine’s second war with Turkey; The British intervention. 

E. Expansion to the East 


Immensity and flatness are the most striking impressions one 
has of Russia. Except for swamps in the west and deep forests in 
the north it has practically no natural barriers within, and from 
far back in history it has been the principal highway from Asia 
into Europe. Hence from earliest times it was overrun by many 
peoples, and among those who settled the land there was no doubt 
a good deal of intermingling of stocks. While the group known as 
the Finns (probably a people of Mongol origin) sought the region 
to the far north and the Letts and Lithuanians (two peoples closely 
akin) settled the stretches along the Baltic, it was a portion of that 
great linguistic group, known as the Slavs, that spread into the 
interior. This group (whatever may have been their remote origins) 
fell into three main divisions: the southern Slavs (Slovenes, Serbo- 
Croats, and Bulgarians), the western Slavs (Czechs, Slovaks, and 
Poles), and the eastern Slavs or Russians. It was to the Russians 
(differing among themselves to some extent as they mingled with 
other peoples) that the land to be known as Russia came to be¬ 
long—a fact chiefly due to numerical predominance; but no people 
has been more shaped by conditions of geography and history, and 
it is now our task to trace their varying fortunes. Russia was in a 
sense a sort of step-child of Europe. She seems in many respects to 
belong to Asia; yet she forced her way into the European family, 
and henceforth had to be regarded as a factor of great importance 
in the history of modem Europe. To understand this fully one 
needs to trace the story of Russia’s national evolution. 


The Evolution of Russia 

The Rite The people who formed the nucleus of Russia’s population 

%fthe were, as already noted, a branch of that linguistic group known as 
the Slavs. They were not, of course, the earliest people that 
roamed over the country that we now know as Russia, but, as they 
f were the ones to become the molders of the Russian nation, we 
shall go no farther back. These Slavs who peopled Russia seem to 
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have come from the northern slopes of the Carpathian Mountains, The early 
and as early as the ninth century they occupied the land stretching 
roughly from the Gulf of Finland to the shores of the Black Sea and 
extending eastward as far as the river Oka, not far from where 
Moscow now stands. Originally these Slavs were in the tribal 
state. They hunted or tilled the land, and, as fast as they ex¬ 
hausted the fertility of the soil they occupied, they moved on and 
tilled other land, for there was plenty of room to roam, and they 
often felt the pressure of other wandeiing tribes. Since they were 
essentially nomads, they had no sense of a settled existence. Each 
tribe seemed to have a chief or prince, but his authority was seldom 
strong, and the tribe naturally spread out into scattered family 
units, the recognized primacy of the head of the family giving the 
whole system—if one could call it a system—a patriarchal char¬ 
acter. In each tribe these elders met when occasion required in an 
assembly called the veche , which discussed and voted orally on any 
question that concerned the tribe. It was thus a patriarchal 
regime, not precisely democratic but certainly not autocratic, 
though a prince had doubtless the influence that always belongs 
to a leader. Even the prince himself was chosen by the veche. 

But the general want of economic stability and the restlessness The 
which comes from a nomadic life often led to internal strife as 
well as inter-tribal disputes. It was a happy accident, therefore, 
that the Varangians, who apparently haled from Scandinavia, and 
represented a higher grade of civilization, began to make forays 
from the north. These Varangians seem also to have been called 
“Russ,” meaning “oarsmen,” 1 by the Finns, a people of Mongolian 
origin to the north of the Slavs, and the name came to be applied 
to the Slavs themselves, after the Varangians mingled with them. 

The scantiness of the records make it difficult to fix the date of 
the coming of these northmen, but it seems to have been some¬ 
where about the middle of the ninth century. Whether we may 
believe that they had been engaged to protect the commerce of 
the “Russ” or Russians (for some of the tribes had come to settle 
themselves in towns for the trade in furs), or whether the story 
of the ancient chronicle is true that these “Russ” appealed to the 
newcomers for a prince, the fact of the new leadership is the really 
important thing. The working of this vigorous influence, the 
weakening of tribal divisions, the concentration of life more and 

t 1 Aft in the case of a good many names, however, the origin is by no means settled. 
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more in commercial centers (for many of the Varangians were 
traders), and the enhancement of the authority of the prince 
whom the northmen provided—all this leads us to the fact that 
Russia became a state, with a definite capital, Kiev, and fairly 
definite frontiers. Such was the first important stage in the nar 
tional development. 

The state thus founded was not then known as Russia but as the 
grand duchy of Kiev. Its patriarchal form was not changed, but 
the rule of the prince tended to become absolute, and his subjects 
gradually accustomed themselves to settled habitations. Kiev, 
the capital, was the center of the commercial as well as the political 
life of the state, but other towns, such as Novgorod in the north, 
were of some importance, and these more remote towns were 
strongly fortified so as to resist any attacks from outside foes. 
More often, however, the Russians themselves were the aggressors 
in those days. Even before the coming of the Varangians we know 
that they had made frequent raids on the Byzantine Empire, and 
Influence of it is probable that the adventurous spirit of the northmen was 
Byzantium reg p ons jkl e f or the growing number of these expeditions. One may 
observe from a glance at the map that the Dnieper flows into the 
Black Sea and forms a natural highway to the south. Relations 
with the Eastern Empire were therefore to be expected, and, 
though often checked by wars, a brisk trade developed, the Rus¬ 
sians sending chiefly furs and slaves, and receiving in return silks, 
gold, wine, and fruit. But contact with this power had greater 
importance than any material gains. It was from Byzantium that 
the Russians received Christianity (characteristically enough, a 
prince of Kiev, having adopted it himself, forced it wholesale on 
his people), and it was in Byzantium that they got their first 
glimpse of a highly developed state whose emperor claimed to 
rule by divine right and whose laws and institution gave an impres¬ 
sion of durability. From the Church, indeed, the Russians re¬ 
ceived their first code of law, with its recognition of private as dis¬ 
tinguished from tribal or communal property, and, due also to the 
Church, the institution of marriage came to follow definite rules 
and restrictions. Such influences readily grew out of the establish¬ 
ment of a religious hierarchy under the headship erf the metropoli¬ 
tan of Kiev. It may also be remarked that the veiling of women 
and their isolation in the term or women's quarters were probably 
borrowings from Byzantium. With all its peculiarities and imper- 
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fections, the infiltration of what we may call Byzantine civilization 
marked the second important stage in the national development 
of Russia. 

But a good many trials and vicissitudes were destined to inter¬ 
vene before the third important advance. For more than two 
centuries Kiev flourished. It was on the great avenue of trade 
between the Baltic and Black seas; it possessed a certain culture 
and even a literary efflorescence; and the fact that it was known 
to the West is proved by a marriage between a king of France and 
a daughter of the prince of Kiev. But the political system which 
the state had developed under its Varangian rulers held the seeds 
of its dissolution. Scattered communities in a sparsely settled 
country had naturally their local rulers, and the state was really a 
group of principalities held together by a certain allegiance (partly 
due to kinship, partly to be explained by economic dependence) 
to the prince who reigned at Kiev. It was always the oldest of the 
dynasty, who ruled at the capital city, while the next in line ruled 
the second most important political unit, and so on down, the 
number of principalities being eventually more than eighty. 
Whenever death created a vacancy at Kiev, there was a general 
shift, and it can easily be seen that such an upheaval was naturally 
fraught with danger. Lack of precision in the status of different 
generations and the natural instinct of the strong to profit by the 
weak led to frequent and bitter struggles. On occasions a powerful 
incumbent of the throne at Kiev would set the realm in order, but 
more often discord prevailed. Then external struggles further 
sapped the strength of Kiev. Being close to the frontier, it was 
often raided by the tribes to the west and south; while to the east 
lay the great stretch of steppe, the treeless plain, over which 
Asiatic tribes poured in frequent forays, forcing the men of Kiev 
to be ever on the watch and ready for defense. A third and final 
cause of its decline was the migration (partly induced by these 
hostile incursions, and partly by the quest of more land) of more 
and more Russians to the northeast, where they found abundant 
land, the soil of which could be made arable by burning the forests 
and using the ashes for fertilization. Thus it was that in course of 
time the political center shifted from Kiev to the region of the 
upper Volga. In the twelfth century Suzdal, with its capital at 
Vladimir, wrested the leadership from Kiev. Here at Vladimir the 
prince for the first time became a stationary ruler, refusing to 
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exchange his throne for any other. 1 Here in the north also the 
Russians came in contact with large numbers of Finns, docile 
people whom they easily assimilated. But Suzdal had no sooner 
humbled Kiev than she declined, herself. A policy of conferring 
portions of the state as appanages upon kinsmen resulted in 
progressive disruption, especially as the population was more 
scattered than ever. Thus, by the end of the twelfth century, 
Russia was a vast agglomeration of political units, in no way 
capable of defending themselves against a powerful attack. 

Such was the situation when the Tatar tempest smote Russia. 
The Tatars were another of those migratory peoples whose lust for 
adventure brought its impress on European history. Unlike the 
Varangians, however, they came as marauding conquerors, were 
always alien in spirit to the masses whom they subjugated, and 
tended to lower rather than raise the level of culture in the coun¬ 
tries they subdued. The Tatars who invaded Russia were sub¬ 
jects of Genghis Khan, whose court was in Mongolia; they had 
swept over much of Asia during the twelfth century; and by 
1200 their advance columns had reached the Volga. The Russians 
called them the Golden Horde because of their yellow faces. They 
were, in fact, Mongolians, and still in that primitive state of 
nomadism from which their distant kinsmen, the Bulgars and 
Magyars, had long since emerged. 

Whether it is true or not that emissaries from the Tatar khan 
had first offered peace to a Russian prince who straightway put 
them to death, the doom of the country was sealed. The Russians 
were no match for the invaders in unity, leadership, or even 
numbers—since only the upper classes were bred to arms. All 
Russia save Novgorod and the forested lands to the north fell 
under the Tatar sway. Indeed, the Mongol wave did not recede till 
it reached the Danube, and even the West trembled. In sub¬ 
merged Russia death and destruction were to be seen on every 
hand. The once-proud city of Kiev was reduced to a straggling 
village, and most of those Russians able to survive the ravaging 
of their lands fled far to the northeast. 

Though the Mongol period lasted about a century and a half, its 
imprint upon Russia's internal life seems to have been slight. This 
may be explained partly by the fact that the Tatars had little to 

1 The veche seems also to have died out during this period of migration, though it 
was still retained in the city state of Novgorod. 
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give and partly from the circumstance that conquest was not, in 
general, followed by colonization. Only the vast, unoccupied 
steppes to the south and east were held in actual possession, and 
those for grazing purposes to support a conquering host. All that 
the khans required of the Russian princes were homage, tribute, 
and on some occasions military contingents. None the less, the 
Mongol conquest is of importance, negatively as holding Russia 
aloof from the rest of Europe, and positively as aiding in the 
development of a new political entity, namely Muscovy. 

The principality of Muscovy was one of those appanages derived The Unifies 
from the disruptive policy of Suzdal. Its chief city, Moscow, is R° u n s$ ^ 
first known to us a little before the middle of the twelfth century— 'ffgjemony 
then as a halting place for the traveler from Vladimir to Kiev, of Muscovy 
That Muscovy came in time to gain pre-eminence over Suzdal and 
ultimately over all Russia was due partly to its central position, r^ a nd 
partly to the patient extension of its power by a line of princes, of 0 m^vy 
who, while not at all brilliant, were imbued with a dynastic tradi¬ 
tion of a continuous policy, and partly to its treatment by the 
khan. Though Moscow had been burned by the Tatars, and 
though Muscovy had been laid waste like other principalities, its 
revival was sufficiently rapid to enable it to bribe the khan to leave 
it in comparative peace. Finally its growing importance was 
actually utilized to the profit of the conquerors. For many years, 
it seems, the annual tribute, collected from every Russian state, 
had been farmed out to certain merchants. Then the more con¬ 
venient method was devised of getting the prince of Muscovy to 
play this r61e; and so it was he who wag ultimately required to 
collect tribute from all Russia and send it on to the khan. 1 At 
any rate, this fact, more than anything else, gave Muscovy a 
primacy among the multiple principalities. Henceforth Moscow 
has been the core of Russia—at times the political and always the 
spiritual center of the Russian nation. We may well mark the 
hegemony of Muscovy as the third stage in the national develop¬ 
ment. 

The course of development in virtue of which Muscovy's rule 
was gradually consolidated and extended to the rest of Russia was 
largely the work of certain of her princes, who, perhaps more than 

1 According to Pokrovsky, the Tatars also m^do a special point of cultivating the 
Russian Church, the clergy being exempted from all levies including tribute to 
the khan. 
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imn the any of their predecessors, were the builders of the Russian state. 
hunetih- One of the most illustrious was Ivan the Great, who came to the 

throne in 1462. In general 
he may be said to have 
been a typical Muscovite 
ruler; his patient oppor¬ 
tunism, his cunning, and 
his cruelty were character¬ 
istic of his house but more 
conspicuous in him in pro- 
portion as he was a 
stronger character than the 
rest. When he struck, it 
was a terrible, almost ma¬ 
niacal blow, though, in 
general, he preferred to 
circumvent an enemy than 
crush him, and he was be¬ 
lieved at times to be ac¬ 
tually guilty of cowardice 
-—not extraordinary, after 
all, if we remember how 
the Muscovite princes 
cringed to the Tatar khans. None the less, Ivan patiently went to 
work to extend the scope of his princely rule, and he held a more 
exalted view of his position than any previous Muscovite ruler. 

Thanks to the strengthening of the princely authority, Ivan 
never encountered serious opposition at home; but abroad he had 
plenty of enemies. To the north the city state of Novgorod (now 
grown to prodigious size), fearing absorption by the rising power of 
Muscovy, agreed to a certain vassalage to Lithuania in return for 
military protection, and now it showed toward Muscovy an atti¬ 
tude of arrogance. Not far to the west was Lithuania herself, a 
kingdom swollen by the conquests she had secured when the Rus¬ 
sian states in the west, broken by the Mongol wave, had been 
unable to defend themselves. Between Muscovy and Lithu¬ 
ania lay a debatable ground: former dependencies of Kiev which 
had survived the Lithuanian incursion and various appanages 
of Susdal whose allegiance to Muscovy was hardly more thou 
nominal Finally to the east and south was the Tatar horde. 
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Fortunately for the position of Muscovy the power of the khan 
was now perceptibly on the decline; some of his lieutenants had 
carved out independent khanates (Kazan in the northeast and 
Astrakhan and the Crimea in the south); and much of the fear of 
the Tatars had already been eliminated by a beating which the 
Russians had given them in the open field. In 1380 Dmitri, a 
predecessor of Ivan’s, had won the Battle of Kulikovo, which 
proved to the Russians at last that the Tatars were not invincible. 

This victory had, moreover, strengthened the hegemony of Mus¬ 
covy, since under her banner, it was believed, deliverance would 
come. The prestige of Ivan’s state was also enhanced by 
the shifting of the religious center of Russia from Kiev and Vlar 
dimir to Moscow; for the metropolitan of Kiev had transferred 
his seat to the place of greatest security and influence. The attain¬ 
ment of the spiritual headship of Russia was doubtless a powerful 
aid in the promotion of the later task of political unification. When 
in 1452 Constantinople (or, as the Russians called it, “Czargrad”) 
was captured by the Infidel, Muscovy emerged as the leading 
Orthodox power and the defender of the faith. It now remained 
for Ivan and his dynasty to prove that Muscovy could play the 
r61e for which she had been cast. 

Ivan was undoubtedly fully imbued with the importance which Ivan’* 
his position gave him. In 1472 he married Sophia Paleologus, p08Uwn 
niece of the last Byzantine emperor, and from then on the Mus¬ 
covite princes regarded themselves as heirs to that empire whose 
ruler had been called by the Byzantine Church “ lord and governor 
of the inhabited world.” To such an exalted potentate the tradi¬ 
tional Kremlin seemed too mean, and Ivan built another palace 
more adapted to his grandeur. Under him also one finds the 
beginning of a court with its accompanying ceremonial—a proper 
halo for a capital with a 100,000 souls. 1 It is no wonder that he 
conceived himself as ruling by divine right—an easy variant of the 
oriental conception of a temporal viceroy of Heaven. But Ivan's 
position lay on more solid and legal grounds. An appanage had 
always been considered both as an estate and As a principality. 

He was both the owner of his subjects’ land and entitled to their 
obedience. Only one thing seemed incongruous in all this show 
of majesty, and that was his connection with the Tatars. It 

* This may be a fair estimate if Pokrovsky’s figure, 200,000 souls, is correct for 
Mima a century later. 
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was ridiculous for the heir of the Caesars to be vassal of another 
prince. 

Liberation Ivan felt no doubt that the time had come to shake off this hate- 

{Trio.™ e ful yoke. He had already intrigued with the Khan of the Crimea 

against the Khan of the Golden Horde, and even refused to pay 
further tribute. In 1480 the Khan of the Golden Horde commenced 
an invasion to enforce his rights. After much hesitation—which 
many ascribed to cowardice—Ivan finally made a stand, and the 
amusing upshot of the affair was that both commanders were 
frightened, the Russians, it was said, retreating faster than their 
enemies. Nevertheless the Khan seemed impressed by the strength 
of the Muscovite state, and no more tribute was exacted. The 
emancipation of Russia had been won. 

Muscovy as Ivan showed more resolution in his dealings with other powers. 

0 / ihe Great He faithfully continued the policy of his predecessors, steadily 

Russians gathering in the neighboring appanage principalities; he conquered 
and annexed those, like Suzdal, which claimed to be suzerain 
states. He was especially determined to bring Novgorod to sub¬ 
mission, for her vassalage to Catholic Lithuania seemed not only 
an act of defiance but treason to the Orthodox faith. This proud 
state, which had long preserved what may be called a voluntary 
dependence, was now forced to make submission, and its great 
bell—which had summoned the local veche to its meetings—was 
carried to Moscow in triumph. The effect of Ivan's conquests was 
to amalgamate nearly all the people known as the Great Russians 
—that mixture of Russians and Finns which had peopled the 
northern forests. It was the Great Russians who had built up the 
Muscovite state and who became in time the most numerous ele¬ 
ment in the population of Russia. A mysterious folk they were, 
essentially oriental, but very largely a product of their environ¬ 
ment. Struggles with the forest made them at once restless and yet 
rugged and tenacious. The shortness of the summer season made 
them the more grasping of the moment before the time of compara¬ 
tive idleness. Thus the Great Russian is a paradox—capable of 
ferocious energy and of equally conspicuous apathy and resigna¬ 
tion. It is no wonder that they created—and also endured—the 
most cold-blooded and ruthless autocracy in Europe, 

To the southwest, the Russians of Kiev—distinguished from the 
Great Russians as Little Russians, slightly differing from the former 
in language and physiognomy—had fallen a prey, as we have seen, 
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to the aggressions of Lithuania. 1 It was almost inevitable that a Foreign 
collision should occur between Muscovy and Lithuania; but as Ymn^e^ 
yet they were too closely matched for either to become the victor, 
and Ivan’s war with his neighbor was one of a long series of con- tiK We *t 
flicts, that was not to reach its climax for many generations. But 
it can at least be said that the prince of Muscovy held his own 
and that Lithuania was glad of a respite, while his fortunate 
neighbors, the Tatar khans, soon sank to a r6ie of subservience. 

Moreover, by extending his influence Ivan had been able to bring 
his state into contact with Europe. When Sweden joined Lithu¬ 
ania, Ivan responded by an alliance with Denmark. He carried on 
negotiations with the holy Roman emperor, and there was talk of 
a marriage alliance. His reduction of Novgorod brought him a 
commercial outlet in the west, and the circumstances of his mar¬ 
riage—arranged by the pope with the futile hope of a union of the 
two churches—led to the coming of many Italian visitors to 
Russia. After four centuries of complete isolation Russia began to 
turn her face once more to the west. 

Parallel with the political changes we have observed there were Evolution of 
certain social changes which we must now take time to consider. YmTthe^ 
The social divisions of the Russian states—the suzerain states and Qreai 
their appanages—had followed for the most part a fairly uniform 
pattern, and in some respects came to approximate Western feudal¬ 
ism. The upper crust of society was a class known as the boyars — 
originally compounded of Varangian knights and the older Slavic 
nobility. These were the “prince’s men” and constituted his 
fighting forces. From about the eleventh century, when it appears 
that tilling of the land came to be looked upon as more profitable 
than trade, the boyars generally became landowners, and their 
slaves—who formed the mass of the population—became less and 
less a commodity of commerce and instead were definitely settled 
upon the land. This process had probably the sanction of the 
prince, though it does not appear that the fact of ownership of an 
estate carried with it any military obligation—the latter being 
still a personal matter. It is also to be observed that originally a 
boyar might transfer his allegiance to another prince (probably an 
evidence of the vagrant strain one finds in the early Russians), but 

1 A large block of the Little Russians, intermarrying with the Lithuanians, pro¬ 
duced a people known as the M White Russians, M though their language but little 
differed from that of the Little Russians. 
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when the Grand duke of Muscovy took the position that all land 
was lawfully his, 1 this custom was of necessity curtailed. Indeed 
the tendency of Muscovy was to make the boyars amenable to 
State control—else the State would have soon been at their mercy. 
When Moscow became a capital of greater splendor than even 
Kiev in its palmiest days, it became a focus of attraction for boyars 
from far and wide. Doubtless many believed that the prince of 
Muscovy was in a position to grant them larger estates than any 
they were holding in an appanage of a lesser prince—a hope that 
was not, in general, unfulfilled. Then, besides this shifting of 
allegiance was the exodus of those deposed princes themselves, 
along with their own subject boyars , who had no other course than 
to tread the way to Moscow. It was these newer boyars who de¬ 
veloped a kind of code according to which their official positions 
should depend upon the quality of their pedigree. As one writer 
has expressed it, “it was a sort of trade union founded on genealog¬ 
ical principles.” Feeling naturally the pressure of such a group, 
Ivan placed his chief dependence either upon the old Muscovite 
boyars or upon men of lowlier station—a kind of official nobility 
upon whom he conferred lands during the duration of their service. 
But even the newly subjected boyars (the ex-princes and the like) 
held lands on condition of performing military service—since 
Muscovy’s frequent wars called for a heavy toll of warriors. The 
idea of land in exchange for service 2 —natural enough in a country 
where money was scarce—presents us obviously with an analogy 
to feudalism, but it was not till Ivan the Terrible in the sixteenth 
century that all such estates came to be regarded as hereditary. 

While boyars or other nobles formed the responsible class in 
official and military matters, the merchants and peasants were the 
taxpayers. The peasantry was made up partly of slaves, more often, 
however, of freemen, who entered into contracts with the lords, 
and, theoretically at least, were free to seek other masters when 
their bargains had been fulfilled. Usually in the contract was a 

1 This oiahn of sovereignty conveying land ownership has been commonly at¬ 
tributed to Tatar influence, but a recent Slavic writer, V. Miakotiae, points out 
that it was common among the Turks and is disposed to think that it was borrowed 
directly or indirectly from Byzantium. 

* The caar also farmed out to certain nobles the collection of revenues as well as 
police duties. These emoluments were commonly known as “feedings" and the 
holders seem to have fed themselves most generously out of the spoil. The Russian 
historian, Pokrowsky, remarks that the more crimes in his district, the greater the 
“feeder's M personal profit; and such extortion came to be a very great burden on 
the peasantry* 
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compulsion to fight, when called upon, for the lord, since pressure 
from the Tatars had necessitated larger armies and the boyars 
were supposed to supply the czar with contingents. On the whole, 
the free-holding peasants were not as yet seriously depressed, 
though, as the czar was in theory owner of all the land, he could 
expropriate peasant proprietors in favor of some of his boyars , 
and there appears to be evidence that he sometimes did so. It 
was not till the sixteenth century, however, that the peasantry lost 
most of its economic independence—a change we shall notice later. 

Russian society seems to have been conspicuous for violence and 
vice, if the reports of foreign sojourners are to be credited. “The 
whole country,” wrote one traveler, “is filled with rapine and mur¬ 
der; they make [sic] no account of the life of a man.” Another 
declared the Russians “great talkers and liars without any faith 
or trust in their words, flatterers and dissemblers”; and more than 
one was impressed with the revolting vices to be met with on every 
hand. It is interesting to find Westerners of the sixteenth century 
noting Russian society as far below the levels with which they 
themselves were familiar. 

Ivan’s government, too, was crude, but it seems to have fulfilled Importance 
the needs of a backward and remote society, To make use of the the Great 
boyars and yet hold them in check was the prince’s preoccupation, 
and Ivan himself was undeniably an autocrat. Perhaps neither he 
nor the boyars saw very definitely a path of divergence—the more 
remarkable in that the prince’s right of succession was somewhat 
vague. Ivan never adopted the principle of primogeniture in its 
entirety, merely reserving the accustomed right of picking his 
successor (it is interesting to note that he had his son crowned in 
his lifetime like the early Capetians in France), and he even con¬ 
tinued the dangerous practice of granting appanages, reduced, 
however, in size and insuring the supremacy of the suzerain prince 
at Moscow. It would probably be incorrect to regard him as a 
conscious innovator. He was a man of exceptional force who took 
the natural course dictated by tradition or geographical factors. 

But he must rank, nevertheless, as one of the greatest of Russia’s 
builders. He was the final liberator of Russia and the leading 
contributor to her unification; he made his state known to the 
West; and he not only left a tradition of princely majesty that 
greatly strengthened autocracy but through his fortuitous marriage 
left a policy in the Near East as a legacy to his successors. Not 
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without reason he styled himself “czar of all the Russians.” 1 
Though the western branches of the Russians were yet to be 
emancipated, it may not be amiss now to drop the designation, 
“Muscovy” and henceforth write of “Russia.” 

It was fortunate for Russia that Ivan III was succeeded by a son 
who was able to carry on his work. Basil III (1505-33) was not 
quite so colorful a character as his father, as he was much more 
reserved (perhaps an inheritance from his Byzantine mother) and 
not readily accessible to his people, but he had the same autocratic 
disposition and the same lofty conception of his position. “He has 
unlimited control over life and property,” wrote a foreign visitor. 
“None dare to differ with him. The will of the prince is the will of 
God.” Following his father’s lead Basil cultivated closer relations 
with the West, and had diplomatic representatives in every im¬ 
portant country but France and England. He intrigued in the 
affairs of the Tatar khanates and continued the struggle with 
Lithuania. But his chief service was the virtual completion of 
Ivan’s work of unifying “Great Russia.” Yet these years of 
amalgamation form also a turning point in Russian history, for it 
is then that one may also note the portents of the coming period of 
disruption. 

We have noted the concentration of the boyars at Moscow, the 
result in some cases of the czardom’s attractive force and in some 
cases of the dispossession of princes who had no other refuge. These 
ex-princes were naturally from the first a disaffected element, 
bitter over their downfall, resentful over the favors shown to the 
earlier Muscovite boyars . The presence of such an element was 
something like an infection which spread to other members of the 
class. Ivan the Great himself had sometimes chafed against the 
arrogance of these newcomers—so different from that fine tradi¬ 
tion of loyalty which the earlier boyars had shown. Under Basil, 
less disposed to treat them civilly, they were still more factious and 
turbulent; but Basil never gave them any quarter. He ignored his 
duma —a council made up exclusively of boyars—md punished 
with death a number of the malcontents. Yet it is obvious that 
autocracy, depending so much on the personal qualities of the 
czar, was facing a very serious domestic problem. 

1 The Russian historian. Kluchevsky, finds a public act as early as 1480—the 
year of the emancipation from the Tatar yoke—in which this title was used. It 
was the Slavonic form of " Osar/' 
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When Basil's death left a child of nine, Ivan IV, to succeed him, Accession 
the disaffected element among the boyars saw their chance. Since character of 
provision had never been made for government during a minority, 
the ruling power became nothing but a spoil for which certain 
factions in the boyarie contended. No one cared about the young 
prince who was often without the necessities of life and continually 
forced to witness these orgies of greed and crime. Not until he 
had reached the age of sixteen did he finally break his fetters and 
assume his sovereign rights. One of his first acts was to have some 
of his persecutors torn to pieces by wild dogs. 

Ivan the Terrible is a man whose lurid career has furnished 
abundant material for the dramatically inclined. It is perhaps 
more interesting to inquire into the causes of his singular char¬ 
acter. In some ways his conduct was typical of his time and his 
race, and both his father and grandfather had exhibited those 
strong passions which are characteristic of the Great Russians, 
particularly at this earlier period. Then, too, much of his well- 
known baseness, his cunning, his cruelty, his morbidly sensitive 
nature were in part the product of his unhappy and neglected boy¬ 
hood. It is also probable that his violence was somewhat sadistic 
in character, and in his later years he was certainly a paranoiac. 

Whether insane or not, he was at least a nervous, impulsive person 
who never learned the least self-control, and from his early days 
had become habituated to an attitude of self-defense. Such a 
character had none of the calm sagacity of the statesman, and all 
his acts seem to have been prompted by the circumstances of the 
moment. In most respects, therefore, his reign was negative and 
even destructive, though certain of his achievements had conse¬ 
quences that are too important to pass over. 

The more progressive features of Ivan's reign were on the side Foreign 
of foreign policy. Always restless, the Czar flung himself into a pohcy 
war with a crusading order, the Knights of Livonia, as well as 
undertook the conquest of two of the Tatar khanates. As a matter 
of fact, both of these projects seemed to meet a national need. 

The Livonian Knights, egged on by Sweden, had interfered with 
the trade through Narva (Novgorod's port on the Gulf of Finland), 
and the merchants of Moscow were not only anxious to protect 
this port but eager indeed to better their opportunities by obtain¬ 
ing a foothold on the Baltic. Likewise the wars with the Tatar 
khans coincided with the longing of some of the nobles to exchange 
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their existing estates for the more fertile lands to the south; while, 
again, the merchants saw a chance of intercourse with Persia by 
reaching the Caspian Sea via the Volga, and with Turkey by the 
route of the river Don to the Black Sea. It is true that Ivan was 
only partially successful. He not only failed to reach the Baltic 
but he even lost Narva, since, with the break-up of the Livonian 
Order, Sweden and Poland were strong enough to bar his way He 
also failed to get the Crimea, whose khan placed himself under the 
protection of his fellow-Mossulman, the sultan of Turkey. But 
the Czar was able to conquer Kazan and then Astrakhan, thus 
opening the road to the East. Moreover, he brought about closer 
relations with the West than ever before. When the northern 
stretches of Russia came to be colonized, Muscovy founded the 
port of Archangel on the White Sea, and it was by virtue of an 
expedition, wrecked off the northern coast, that the English “ dis¬ 
covered” Ivan, and that trade relations were opened between the 
two countries. With a panting for thrills that was natural to his 
emotional temperament Ivan eagerly encouraged foreigners to 
come to Moscow, and hoped thereby to raise the material level of 
his state. But the soul of a savage was always in him. If the 
Italian physicians whom he lured to Russia failed to cure their 
patients’ maladies, they were liable to lose their heads. None the 
less, Ivan had continued the tradition of intercourse with the West. 

It was on the domestic side that Ivan failed so conspicuously. 
Hating and fearing the boyars , some of whom had made his life so 
wretched in his youth, and with most of whom he was at odds in 
his later years, he determined to scotch their power at its roots. 
Confiscating right and left their estates, he divided them among a 
group of land-hungry nobles, who became thereby his special 
retainers, and provided him with a picked body of footmen, the 
so-called Streltsi, who now constituted the buttress of his power. 
Simultaneously he ignored the old dima, composed as it was of 
arrogant boyars, and called into being a more intimate council, 
made up solely of the new favorities. Yet the results of this policy 
were most unhappy for Russia. These newly aggrandized nobles 
exploited the peasants to such an extent that this fact, coupled 
with a devastating Tatar raid in 1571, led to a steady depopulation 
of the lands in the Moscow area, the fugitives preferring the poorer 
land# and the forests to the north; and this was the movement, in¬ 
cidentally, which brought the boundary of Muscovy to the shores of 
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the White Sea. Moreover, the aristocracy itself was not broken by 
these acts, but rather it was a case of the lower layer supplanting 
the upper. After Ivan’s death it was very largely this new nobility 
which threatened the Muscovite state with permanent disruption. 

Thus, in trying to cure one evil, he had really created a greater one. 

On the whole Ivan failed in his chief task as national builder. 

He was an autocrat because he was subtle enough and terrible 
enough to impose his will upon his subjects; but he failed to rear a 
structure that would long survive his death, failed to remove the 
danger that was sapping the foundations of his state. He even 
alienated the Church, which had always teen the dynasty’s staunch 
ally. He quarreled with the Metropolitan and summarily put him 
to death. He also wreaked his fury on Novgorod, massacring 
thousands of its citizens—then held a requiem mass for the repose 
of their souls! In the orgies of his last years his intellect was com¬ 
pletely under the mastery of his emotions. When he killed his own 
son in a fit of rage, he not only dealt his dynasty a mortal blow 1 
but gave the finishing touch to his long-drawn-out work of national 
destruction. Two years later, on his death-bed, he realized himself 
that his policy had been a failure. 

With Ivan’s death in 1584 began a period when the crown was The “ Time 
perilously insecure, and Russia drifted into what has been com- °f Trouhle * 
monly called the “Time of Troubles.” It was a period of “feudal” 
anarchy, foreign war, and economic and political paralysis. Dif¬ 
ferent factions of the nobility contended for the mastery, and 
various puppet czars were raised to the shaky throne. A prominent 
rdle during this period was played by the Cossacks, 2 bands of free¬ 
lance warriors, who dwelt on the southern steppes, and, actuated 
by the hope of plunder, lent their aid to first one and then another 
of the pretenders to the Russian throne. The climax of the “trou¬ 
bles” was reached when the Poles captured Moscow and a prince 
of that country essayed to rule as czar of Muscovy. It was this 
crowning humiliation which roused the people of Moscow to rise 
in fierce revolt and shake off in its beginnings this foreign domina- 


1 Ivan, it is true, was succeeded by a younger son, but the new czar, unlike his 
brother, was totally incompetent, and power passed into the hands of a capable 
nobleman, Boris Godunov, who was chosen czar when Ivan's son died. Boris’ son 
and successor was murdered a few months after his accession, and the czardom 
became the spoil of contending factions. The so-called Time of Troubles extended 
from 1598 to 1613. 

* Probably originally runaway slaves, they eventually played a useful r61e for 
the otars as frontier guards. 
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tion. A zemski sobor , a body composed of appointed members of 
different classes (somewhat analogous to the feudal diets of western 
Europe), met and chose a member of one of the older boyar families, 
which, perhaps because of kinship to the Ivans, had managed to 
escape the vengeful hand of the “terrible czar.” This youth, who 
proved to be the founder of a new dynasty, was Michael Romanov. 
His election in 1613 ended a half-century of discord and misery. 
Now the work of national upbuilding could be resumed. 

National In the national rehabilitation it was evident that both sides— 

7m;m ' crown and nobility—had gained, but, instead of a renewal of the 
struggle, of which each was heartily sick, a sort of tacit under¬ 
standing was achieved. Under Michael and his son Alexis the 
nobles seemed reasonably content with the new economic security 
which the evolution of serfdom had given them. At the same time 
the crown began patiently to develop a more simplified bureau¬ 
cracy, recruited, it is true, in the main, from the aristocracy but 
gradually subjected to the routine work of governing for the czar. 
Both of these changes will receive fuller treatment farther on. It 
is important to note here that the reign of Michael and especially 
that of Alexis formed a period of renewed activity. The Czar 
Alexis, after a long struggle with Poland, and largely owing to the 
revolt of the Polish Cossacks, succeeded in acquiring “White 
Russia” 1 and also “Little Russia” to the river Dnieper, as well as 
Kiev on the farther bank. Thus was the work of unifying the 
Russians under one rule virtually completed. It was also during 
this period that some attempt was made to borrow from the 
experience of the West. Michael had started the precedent of 
hiring mercenaries to aid him in a war with Sweden; and the easy¬ 
going but far-seeing Alexis made successful efforts to attract 
foreign capital. Not only material things, such as Western clothes 
and furniture were imported in greater quantities, but even some 
of the artistic output of the West became known to Russia. Per¬ 
haps greater progress would have been made but for the prejudices 
of the boyars , 2 On the whole this czar was a worthy predecessor of 
his son. It was as though Russia, having recovered from a long 
period of paralyzing illness, was now ready to face about again 
and seek her logical destiny. This “coming of the West” and all it 

1 See page 133. 

* Alexis’ chief adviser, Nashchokin, called by the German historian, Stfthlin, 
44 the first modem man in Russia,” was contemptuously spoken of aa ” the foreigner.” 
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implied, soon to become expressed in the changes which took 
place under Peter the Great, brings us to the fourth important 
stage in the national development of Russia. 

In order the better to understand Peter’s position and task, it 
may be well to take a brief survey of the situation of Russia at the 
time of his accession. The empire was of considerable size, extend¬ 
ing from the Arctic Ocean to the Caspian Sea and from the Gulf of 
Obi to Kiev. Some lands in the west, peopled by Little Russians, 
were still in the possession of Poland, which, together with Sweden, 
barred the way to the coveted Baltic. To the south lay the khanate 
of the Crimea under the suzerainty of Turkey, preventing access 
to the Black Sea. The only approach to the open seas was by the 
frozen north, where the straggling port of Archangel was free of 
ice for barely a quarter of the year. Under such circumstances trade 
with the West was necessarily limited, and Western influence had 
hardly more than touched a few of the towns. Russia was isolated, 
and, partly because of her isolation, was far below the European 
standard of civilization. 

The middle class was still of relatively little importance. The 
bulk of the population was agricultural and roughly divided into 
two classes, nobles and peasants. The former, though possessed of 
little unity as a class, thanks to personal jealousies and the size of 
the country, were nevertheless a powerful element, holding all the 
chief offices, civil and military, and owning most of the land. In 
proportion as their fortunes rose, those of the peasants were de¬ 
graded. Up to the sixteenth century the peasantry had the recog¬ 
nized right of shifting its base. When the boyars had moved to new 
tracts, the peasants had gone with them; also they voluntarily 
settled on the estates which the crown had given the boyars. While 
it is true that, in general, the peasant was in economic dependence 
on his lord, the relationship was grounded on a contract, the lord 
loaning the peasant the capital he required—seed, stock, imple¬ 
ments, etc.—and receiving in return either a specified rent in kind 
or a certain amount of free labor. Under this regime the landlord 
could not evict a tenant before the harvest was ripe, nor, on the 
other hand, could the peasant leave the estate until his dues had 
been paid the landlord. It is obvious that his relationship with his 
lord was theoretically of mutual convenience; he was not only not 
bound to the lord; he was not bound to the soil, which he might 
leave, for example, to become a merchant or artisan. In a primi- 
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tive way the peasants even managed their own affairs in the village 
community known as the mir. 

Yet gradually but relentlessly a combination of circumstances 
changed the position of the free peasant into that of a serf, and 
finally relegated him to a condition little better than that of a slave. 
A general cause of this transition was the fact of economic de¬ 
pendence, already mentioned. It was seldom that a peasant could 
readily repay the loans made by his lord, and the new nobility of 
Ivan the Terrible had made the conditions increasingly onerous. 
But apart from this factor (which need not alone have led to this 
result), the establishment of serfdom may be attributed to three 
causes. In the first place, agricultural depression during the reign 
of Ivan the Terrible and still more during the “Time of Troubles ” 
had led to a dearth of labor. Countless peasants were fleeing to the 
forests or else seeking better conditions under other landlords; in 
this pass the landlords were constantly stealing peasants from one 
another; and the stability of the landed nobility was seriously 
shaken. This class, accordingly, used its influence in the state to 
curtail and finally abolish the peasants , free right of “removal.” 
In the second place, the fiscal obligations of the peasant tended 
more and more to tie him to the land he occupied. Not only did 
the mir insist that he stay and share the collective responsibility, 
but the State for fiscal reasons wished to fix the peasant where he 
could easily be reached. In the third place the ancient custom 
of transferring slaves from domestic to agricultural service 1 and 
of inducing peasants on various occasions to serve in the household 
had resulted in the gradual lowering of the peasant to the status of 
a slave 2 insofar as the slave was legally inseparable from the lord. 
In the reign of Alexis the influence of the nobles was sufficient to 
bring about a legal determination of the peasant's relations with his 
lord with the object and result of converting him and his family to 
the position of serfs, who could not legally sever the tie with their 
lord, 8 It is true that he was not yet a chattel, obliged to obey his 

1 The tendency had been accentuated by the dearth of labor during the Time of 
Troubles. 

* There Were numerous cases also where serfs voluntarily sold themselves into 
slavery in order to cancel their debts and free themselves from the obligation of 
paying taxes to the State. 

* New contracts made in 1627 had been the first to bind peasants to their lords. 
Under Alexis a further step was taken toward legalising serfdom by allowing a lord 
to reclaim a fugitive tenant without any regard to the length of time he had been 
absent. 




THE RISE OF RUSSIA 


143 


lord in everything; but there was no law to protect him from pro¬ 
gressive exploitation* 

With the peasantry now stationary and completely inarticulate (s) Political 
there was nothing to disturb the dreary serenity of Russian society condflMm * 
but occasional disagreements between the crown and the nobility 
or the clergy; though it should be noted, in passing, that in 1589 the 
office of patriarch 1 had been founded as head of the Russian 
Church. Such, however, was the ignorance of the clergy that with 
the exception of a few of the leading prelates the relations of the 
Church with the crown or with the people are not matters of much 
importance. On the nobility, however, the government continued 
largely to rest. As a central council the duma still functioned as an 
advisory body for the czar. For the administration of the various 
public services, whether political, financial, military, or ceremonial, 
a multitude of bureaus has been created which dated from the time 
of the Ivans. They were heterogeneous affairs with little unity or 
definiteness and no strong tradition of service, but they constituted 
the rudiments of a bureaucracy. Under the first Romanovs an 
effort was made to co-ordinate some of these boards and place 
them under a single directive council. Connected with this central 
administration were the provincial officials, known as voivodes , 
who possessed a vague authority somewhat analogous to the French 
intendants, and it was through these instruments—-made universal 
in the time of Michael—that the self-governing mix was attached 
to the autocracy. Although the landlords collected taxes from their 
serfs, over whom they exercised powers of police and justice, this 
responsibility was supervised by the voivodes , who even at times 
dealt directly with the mir to the extent of relieving the landlord 
of all political functions. Apart from their other political duties, 
the nobles owed military service to the czar and had to raise 
contingents of soldiers to that end. On the whole, the political 
structure of the state was crude and incoherent, with little guaran¬ 
tee of justice or efficiency. It was left for the disturbing hand of 
Peter to give it a greater precision. 

Russia Becomes a Great Power under Peter the Great 

An unimportant interlude followed the death of Alexis in 1676* 

His son and successor, Theodore U, was sickly and ruled for only 

* This institution. (suggested long ago by the fall of Constantinople) was due to 
Boris Goduvov; and the patriarch, in turn, had used his influence with the zemki 
sober to get Boris elected Mr. 



144 A SHORT HISTORY OF MODERN EUROPE 


Accession 

and 

character oj 
Peter the 
Great 


six years. Then, as the principle of primogeniture had never been 
adopted for Russian dynasties, and as Alexis had left no will, it was 
a question which of two other sons should succeed to the throne. 
Since both had political backers, a compromise was reached 
whereby both were proclaimed czars, but the government was 
really usurped by their sister, Sophia, with the support of some of 
the reactionary elements. Meanwhile the younger czar, Peter, 
played with soldiers and bided his time. As he grew older he 
formed a body of knights, equipped and drilled by himself, and in 
1689, at the age of seventeen, he struck a successful blow for 
independence. Sophia was sent to a convent; and seven years 
later, on the death of his invalid brother, Peter gave up his martial 
diversions and began his personal rule. 

Peter the Great has always remained one of the most picturesque 
sovereigns who ever occupied a throne. He was nearly seven feet 
tall, large of frame, and of great muscular strength; and temper 
and will seemed to correspond to these massive proportions. He 
was a strange mixture of good and bad, strength and weakness. In 
his boorishness and ferocity he fairly well exemplified his people of 
that age. He had almost as little self-control as Ivan the Terrible, 
and seemed utterly impervious to the sensibilities of others. Yet he 
differed from most of his predecessors, notably the Ivans, in his 
frank and open methods, his essential straightforwardness, his in¬ 
born camaraderie. If he lacked all sense of the dignity that became 
a sovereign of the seventeenth century, it was because he was too 
innately a Russian to see the importance of kingly manners, and in 
any case was too impulsive to school his personal deportment. He 
had something of the simplicity of a child, and for him conventions 
did not exist. He took for his second wife the daughter of a peasant 
who had been the mistress of several officers and then of the czar 
himself, since she was gross enough and vulgar enough to appeal 
to his sensual fancies. He was never so much at home as when he 
toiled with an axe in hand in a shipyard, or when he fraternized 
with workmen. His sense of humor was violent and clownish- 
well illustrated by his fondness for compelling people to do the 
things that were most repugnant, such as forcing an ecclesiastic to 
become drunk or a young woman to many a suitor whom she 
loathed. His greatest idea of fun was to play a practical joke, and 
he did nothing in moderation. A typical Great Russian in many 
respects, he worked hard, played hard, did everything hard. Any- 
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one who crossed him did so at his peril. Always dangerous even 
when sober, he was capable of any violence when engaged in one 
of his orgies. He never stopped for reflection; he was perpetually 
in action. Yet it can at least be said of Peter, as of Richelieu, that 
if he never spared his people, he never spared himself in the cause 
which he consciously served; and that cause was the good of 
Russia as he saw it. Indeed, he was so completely lacking in vanity 
that he was always ready to learn, always eager to see and profit 
by his mistakes, honest with himself as with his fellow men. With¬ 
out exceptional intellect he dominated his country by his extra¬ 
ordinary personality and his overmastering will. With his deter¬ 
mination to make a new Russia, radically different from the old, 
and his power of enforcing his will, he was like a sudden hurricane, 
let loose upon a dull and placid countryside. To Russia he was a 
shock. And she was both too sluggish and too utterly dazed to 
understand him. But she cowered at his feet. 

The fundamental policy of Peter was to make Russia a European Funda- 
power. He found her isolated, relatively stagnant, content to live 
on in her old groove, but little touched as yet by influences from 
without. Peter was resolved to change all that. He meant that she 
should be drawn closer to the West by giving her a seaboard on the 
Baltic, and then, by virtue of the intercourse thus afforded, as well 
as by other ways, she should gain the practical knowledge that 
would raise her to the level of Western civilization. The methods 
by which he sought to bring in the light were his foreign conquests, 
his journeys of observation (as well as thqse of others whom he sent 
abroad), his employment of foreigners in his service, and his change 
of capital. These methods will be mentioned again in the course of 
the subsequent narrative. 

Of all the means of bringing Russia closer to the West, there was Military 
none more obvious than that of obtaining a frontage on the Baltic mea8ure8 
—the line which Ivan the Terrible had followed to no purpose. 

Such a policy involved a struggle with Sweden, which held the 
fringe of territories (Esthonia and Livonia) that separated Russia 
from her natural geographical objective. We shall reserve for 
another place an account of Peter’s wars, only bbserving here that 
by seeking outlets to the west, south, and east, Peter definitely 
initiated that long and patient struggle to reach the open seas, 
and thus to obtain for Russia a more favorable position. In his 
first clash with Sweden he was decisively defeated. Peter’s forces 
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had been hastily raised, and poorly drilled and commanded; he had 
to learn what it meant to encounter a Western army, and nothing 
better proved to him the backwardness of Russia. But Peter 
profited by his experience. He forced his nobles to serve in the 
army as a civic obligation; he established periodic levies not only 
to fill the depleted ranks but to provide him with reserves; and he 
bent every effort to provide his armies with adequate equipment, 
as well as to raise the requisite funds for their support. While it can 
never be said that his armies were the equal of those of the West, 
the unremitting effort to raise their standard and the accumulated! 
experience of twenty-five years of warfare finally hammered the 
Russian army into a fairly orderly body, quite able to atone for its 
earlier disgrace. Moreover, Peter’s unflagging energies were not 
limited to his military establishments. Before he had actually 
reached the Baltic he began the building of a navy, sufficient to 
protect his commerce on the sea he was about to sail. It was evi¬ 
dent to the West that a new power had arisen out of the East to 
form an integral part of the fabric of old Europe. 

Peter’s wars had more than the result we mentioned of making 
Russia respected by the nations of the West. They had an im¬ 
mediate effect upon her internal development. Peter was forced 
not only to rebuild his army but to bring the processes of his govern¬ 
ment to a far greater efficiency. The most elemental need was 
money without which his country could not have borne the strain 
of the struggle. In his various expedients Peter followed no settled 
plan, no carefully thought-out program. He merely conjured up 
ways to produce revenue, and thereupon strove vigorously to apply 
them. By the establishment of a poll tax he made every peasant 
household bear a share of the national burden. By dividing the 
country into ten large administrative divisions, each under a 
governor (largely superseding the voivode l ), he made that official 
responsible for sending regular subsidies to the government. From 
the nobility he exacted not money but service. Every nobleman J 
was forced to serve the State either in a civil or in a military capac^ 
ity. The code by which certain grades of nobles occupied certain 
posts had been abolished under his predecessor; and under Peter 
commoners were often ennobled and placed in high positions, the 
essential key to office—theoretically at kast^being fitness for 
the place. And the official machinery itself was thoroughly over* 

1 the voitode lost his fiscal and military functions add became a local Judge. 
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hauled. Since the old organs of government were faultily con- 
structed and often, as in the case of the duma , too addicted to a 
slow pace and an obsolete routine, Peter reorganized the govern¬ 
mental system on the pattern he learned from Sweden after the 
conquest of Livonia. To replace the duma, where vested interests 
reigned, he constituted a senate, composed of a few persons, not all 
of noble birth, selected by himself. In place of the old boards, 
whose functions had so often overlapped, he instituted ten new 
ones, the so-called “colleges,” each with a directing head and each 
in charge of some department of the administration. Since the 
Church was found to be hostile to his reforms, he abolished the 
patriarchate and established a so-called synod as an advisory 
council to himself as head of the Church. In all these matters Peter 
reserved for himself complete authority. While the senate was at 
first chiefly concerned with administering the government during 
his absence, it was never allowed to develop more than supervisory 
functions. It had no initiative in legislation, its chief function in 
this regard being to clarify and promulgate the czar's numerous 
decrees. Peter had machinery, such as it was, to impress his wishes 
upon the nation, but he never ceased, himself, to push the lever. 

Much of his procedure was no doubt derived from personal con- Economic 
tact with the West. It was from the West that he borrowed the 
current idea that the wealth of a country was measured by its 
exports. Much of his time and attention was given to the pro¬ 
digious task of making Russia an industrial and commercial power. 

Partly by inducing foreigners to establish factories in Russia, 
partly by direct government patronage of industries (in some cases 
the government itself went into business), partly by teaching 
Russian craftsmen the superior methods of the West, he sought to 
elevate his country to Western standards, and, following mercan¬ 
tilist doctrines, tried to make her self-sufficient and relatively 
prosperous. To provide the labor for factories he levied upon the 
serfs, and thus forced them into a new kind of bondage. Even 
merchants were permitted to buy serfs for the handling of their 
traffic. By obtaining access to the Baltic he greatly promoted 
trade, and the creation of a navy was designed to give it se¬ 
curity* 

In such measures one can discern Peter's practical turn of mind; social 
but in his social reforms he followed rather his whims than any r ^ orma 
idea of practical benefit. Determined that his people should be 
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remolded on the European pattern, he decreed that beards should 
be shaved off; that the long trailing robes should be curtailed; and 
that women should come out of their seclusion and mingle freely 
with men. Himself a devotee of dancing (since he enjoyed any¬ 
thing active), he forced people to dance, and was often, himself, 
their instructor. It was these efforts to change the habits of his 
people that met the most strenuous opposition. People argued that 
the loss of their beards and the curtailment of their garments were 
dangerous in a country of rigorous winters; and, curiously enough, 
the women did not care to leave the terem> But Peter was ob¬ 
durate. He cut beards himself on some occasions, and decreed 
heavy penalties for failing to obey his edicts. When the Streltsi 
rose in revolt, he treated them with great harshness and abolished 
them as a body. His own son, Alexis, was executed by his orders 
because he had dared an insurrection against his policy. 

Through all his hectic reign Peter was striving to educate him¬ 
self and his people. He made two long trips to the West, one 
occupying more than a year, and on his return he introduced, and 
sometimes personally applied, the knowledge he had acquired. He 
even presumed to be a surgeon; and, again, having acquired a 
dentist's implements, he proceeded to pull teeth. Anything of a 
practical or scientific nature found him immediately responsive. 
In Holland he spent his time in learning to build ships; and car¬ 
pentering was one of his favorite hobbies. Naturally he sent young 
Russians to learn the ways of the West; he established technical 
schools; and he forced the nobles to acquire at least the rudiments 
of an education. He showed great favor to foreigners, some of 
whom he even employed in his “colleges, 1 ” while others undertook to 
instruct the Russian artisan. No better example of what an auto¬ 
crat could do—even better perhaps than his arbitrary changing of 
the calendar—was his building of a new capital. Since Mobcow 
represented the traditions of the old school, and since Russia was 
now to face west, he founded a new capital on the Neva, named 
partly in his honor, 1 St. Petersburg. The fact that it was built on 
marshes, in a deadly climate, and far from the geographical center 
of Russia deterred him not in the least. He compelled his court to 
reside there, and by sheer force of his will he made it a great city, 
destined, indeed, to remain the political center of Russia for more 


1 The name seems to have been derived partly from a fortress, named after Peter, 
and partly from the cathedral of Saints Peter and Paul, which Peter founded. 
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than two hundred years. By the effacement of Moscow he seemed 
to be tearing up Russia from the very roots. 

And yet the historian knows that no people can be completely /mgorfonw 
made over by the power of a single despot or the accomplishments Great and* 
of one generation. In judging the statesmanship of Peter we are 
forced to measure it not by what he sought or seemed to do but numeUp 
by what he actually achieved. On the credit side his accomplish- 
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ments were, in truth, conspicuous. He created a navy and greatly 
improved his army, though neither was as yet up to European 
standards. He somewhat improved the bureaucracy, but, like 
everything else he did, his new creations were hastily, one might 
say sloppily, put together, and failed to work harmoniously. He 
always took too much upon himself, and the measure of responsibil¬ 
ity he delegated was often misunderstood because of the clumsiness 
and vagueness of the institutions he founded.. Voivodes were not 
suppressed; yet neither were they made amenable to the governors; 
and the governors themselves were only indirectly accountable to 
the central government. True, some of Peter’s difficulty lay in the 
qualities of the people on whom he had to depend; he frequently 
upbraided the senate for their incompetence (he even appointed a 
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special officer to watch them), and he was constantly degrading and 
replacing. But this is just one evidence of the fact that Peter could 
not educate his people with sufficient speed to make them really 
efficient. Even his economic policy was often misdirected. He 
made his weavers use larger looms, but did not see that their 
houses were too small to provide the necessary space. He protected 
industries that were too weak to profit by his efforts. The cost of 
his wars was so exhausting that he left his country, in general, 
much poorer than he had found it. While he undoubtedly brought 
much knowledge to his people, it must be realized that this was 
only of the practical sort; of real culture he had no conception, and, 
always to the last a barbarian himself, he could not raise his people 
above his own impoverished level. The customs which he intro¬ 
duced, never extensively applied outside his immediate circle, were 
merely outward signs of Western influence; they were never really 
rooted in the life of the Russian people. Peter could not change 
their feelings or make them innately different. None the less, he 
contributed something to the material development of Russia; he 
improved her military and created her naval power; he made her 
government a little more efficient; and he not only won for her a 
seaboard and gave to her foreign policy a definite direction, but he 
may fairly be said to have made Russia a Great Power. Thanks 
to his intimacy with the West and the window he secured on the 
Baltic, Russia was eligible to be accepted into the European 
family. 

So much for this orgy of energy which made in some respects a 
new Russia. But what of the aftermath? What of the guiding force 
after the grip of the formidable czar was no longer felt? It was 
after Peter's death in 1725 that the foundations of his autocracy 
were tested and found wanting. The nobility who had served the 
State had done so under the stimulus or the lash of a stronger 
character. There were no traditions of loyalty to the sovereign as 
sovereign; no strong, disinterested bureaucracy, as in France, to 
enforce the sovereign’s will. That is why the rats could gnaw deep 
into the body politic; and by the rats we mean the landed aris¬ 
tocracy. 

The Alliance of the Nobility and the Grown 

It was something of a test of the reformer’s work that the sub* 
sequent period of misgovemment did not alter the position of 
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Russia in the eyes of the world. But the spirit of his reforms was 
quite lost sight of in the general scramble for power which began 
from the moment when the great czar breathed his last. Autocracy 
had become in certain ways so oppressive that for a while the 
dominant thought was to set limits to its power. Sometimes such 
limits were definitely inscribed and then imposed upon the ruler, 
but the jealousy and self-interest of individual nobles contending 
for personal power precluded any sort of constitutional regime. 
Thus autocracy was preserved—but en autocracy no less onerous 
than it had been in the days of Peter; for it was an autocracy of 
caprice, in other words a despotism. Generally speaking, this 
period—that is, up to the year 1762—was one of arrested develop¬ 
ment. All the machinery which Peter had created remained in 
force, but it was like a new building, not very strong at best, that 
is gradually allowed to fall into disrepair. There was almost con¬ 
tinuous misgovemment, unbroken by any appreciable signs of 
progress. 

It was the regime of court favorites. Czardom seemed to have 
broken with the death of Peter, and it was long before its pieces 
were put together again. In a very limited sense Peter was himself 
responsible, since he had enacted no law of succession for the 
imperial crown, and dreading the thought of death (his vices had 
carried him off at the age of fifty-five), he had left no provision for 
an heir. Thus was suffered to continue the old tradition that the 
crown was something to be gambled for. Yet in any case the dy¬ 
nasty was lamentably weak. All the ostensible candidates for 
the succession during this period were either sickly youths or 
vicious women, the last of this wretched series being the mad 
Czar, Peter III. We shall not take space to chronicle these reigns. 
Every czar or czarina lived, politically speaking, from hand to 
mouth, and the three czarinas, whose reigns were longer than those 
of the czars, were invariably ruled by favorites. The sorriest 
period was the reign of Anne, whose coarseness, buffoonery, and 
heartless cruelty recall both Peter the Great and Ivan the Terrible 
at their worst. It was under her that Germans from the Baltic 
provinces entered the public service and made themselves de¬ 
servedly unpopular. One of them even had the effrontery to speak 
of his adopted countrymen as “you Russians.” Fortunately death 
put an end to this species of foreign rule, but ignorance and extrav¬ 
agance still reigned in government circles, and no one seemed able 
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or even willing to promote the national good. Indeed, Russia was 
simply living on the resources of the moment and took no thought 
for the morrow. It is nearly always so when the aristocracy rule the 
state. 

This period (if one includes also the reign of Catherine which 
followed) was a sort of heyday of the Russian nobles, even though 
only a few of them were fortunate enough to gain a sovereign’s 
favor and privately enrich themselves. The law by which Peter 
had forced a sort of conscription on the nobility was first modified 
by exemptions and then finally repealed. At the same time their 
power over their serfs was immeasurably strengthened. Since 
much of the countryside was being depopulated by the exodus of 
peasants to the southern steppes, especially to the khanate of the 
Crimea, the government made every landowner responsible for the 
taxes owed by his serfs, and at the same time it granted him the 
right to mete out punishments for all offenses saving brigandage 
and murder. Such a policy simply made the landed nobility the 
agents of the government and gave serfdom itself the character of 
political bondage as well as economic. It is true that the lord, in 
his turn, was obligated to feed his serfs in famine years, and he 
was even expressly prohibited from ruining them by over-exploita¬ 
tion; yet there was no court of law to which the peasants might 
appeal, nor could they even complain to the authorities under 
penalty of the knout or of banishment to the mines of Siberia. 
Hence, while three days of work each week was legally due the 
lord, it was not uncommon for this time to be extended to four 
or five. The law even allowed the lord to separate a serf from the 
land itself and to sell him, as one might, a piece of merchandise. 
“Thus,” as a writer has expressed it, “for all practical purposes 
the bound people were in person and in property at their masters’ 
disposition.” They were, in short, chattels. There is, therefore, 
no great wonder that thousands sought refuge in flight or that 
despair finally climaxed in the fearful peasant rising of 1773, which 
wrought tremendous havoc before it was finally suppressed. It 
was not the first but it was the last important jacquerie prior to 
the twentieth century. 

Such, we may say, were the firstfruits of the alliance between 
the crown and the nobility. The material promise of the country 
was not appreciably affected by this hardening of serfdom, but 
the landed aristocracy was somewhat in danger of lapsing into its 
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former insularity. What was needed was a vigorous national 
leadership—a sovereign to resuscitate the Petrine traditions. In 
this period of history the crown alone could point the way to 
progress. It was perhaps a stroke of fortune that the last of these 
adventurers who streaked across the history of eighteenth century 
Russia was capable of restoring political stability. 

Catherine the Great had been an obscure German princess who Continued 
at the suggestion of Frederick the Great became the wife of zathr^of’ 
Peter III, grandson of Peter the Great, When she as well as the 
court had become thoroughly weary of her husband’s brutal 
idiocy, a plot for his dethronement was concocted between the 
Empress herself and some of the nobles, including officers of the 
imperial guards, and successfully accomplished its object. A few 
days later the dethroned czar, while under arrest, was murdered Accession 
in a drunken brawl. Meanwhile Catherine had mounted the trader of 
throne. The fact that she did so at the expense of an ex-czar still 
living (though imprisoned and shortly afterward done to death) 
and with the blood, we might say, of her own husband on her 
hands did not worry that lady a particle. Her accession was the 
more extraordinary in that she was a German without a single drop 
of Russian blood in her veins. By right her son, Paul, then a child 
of ten, should, rather, have succeeded, but Paul was speedily 
banished into inconspicuous exile. In the sense that Catherine had 
long planned to possess the throne and had known how by her tact 
and captivating charms to attract an important following and had 
been at the right place at the right time, she may be considered a 
self-made monarch, and perhaps deserved her fortune. 

In some respects Catherine displayed the color of her surround¬ 
ings. She was dissolute and capricious, and never quite ceased to 
be an adventuress. She was quite as unscrupulous as her predeces¬ 
sors but far more clever than most of them, not excepting Peter 
the Great, and she was the first ruler of Russia who may be said 
to have been really educated. While Peter had worked but read ) 
little and never thought, Catherine did all three. Being much more 
civilised than her subjects, she contrasted with most of her pred¬ 
ecessors in keeping her temper within bounds ahd not indulging in 
senseless cruelty. But her benevolence seldom reached beyond the 
objects of her affection, and though in a sense she became a good 
Russian, she never seriously exerted herself to relieve the social 
injustices about her, Catherine was something of a philosopher and 
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meant to enjoy life to the full, though without undue effort. “I 
used to say to myself,” she remarks in her memoirs, “that happi¬ 
ness and misery depend on ourselves; if you feel unhappy, raise 
yourself above your misery, and so act that your happiness may be 
independent of all accidents. To such a disposition I naturally 
joined great sensibility and a face, to say the least of it interesting 
—one which pleased at first sight without art or effort. ... If I 
may be allowed the expression, I venture to assert in my own behalf 
that I was a true gentleman —one whose cast of mind was more male 
than female; and yet I was anything but masculine, for, joined to 
the mind and character of a man, I possessed the charms erf a very 
agreeable woman.” We may concede to Catherine all that she 
ascribed to herself. Yet, with all her keen intelligence and learning, 
she was not a conspicuous innovator; and it has been said that if 
Peter had made his epoch, it was rather her epoch that made 
Catherine. Nevertheless she achieved something. Not her least 
service, indeed, was to restore respect for the crown. 
oTcdheHne Catherine ma Y regarded as the continuer of Peter’s work. She 
tL QreaP m resumed his foreign policy with the object of pushing Russia west- 
fflh£ timaie j ward and finding further outlets to the south. This work—which 
8hip nia *~ constitutes her sole title to greatness—will be described in another 
place. But she was also a follower of Peter in eagerly importing the 
enlightenment of the West—mot, however, its aids to material 
advancement but, rather, more strictly speaking, its culture. She 
corresponded with Voltaire, welcomed Diderot to her court, and 
implanted in remote St. Petersburg a taste for art and letters, 
While it can hardly be said that her intellectual coterie had wide 
ramifications, nevertheless the Russian court began to acquire 
polish, and seed was sown that was destined to blossom later. 
Thirdly and finally, Catherine made Peter’s machinery of govern¬ 
ment more workable, and, on the whole, ruled a better-ordered 
state than he had done. She also instituted—though it was hardly 
more than a gesture—a very limited system erf public education. 

Since Catherine had many schemes for the betterment of society, 
such as a new and more humane code of laws, it was dearly a mis* 
fortune—if we believe in her sincerity—that her mb dependence 
in the government was on the nobles. The alManoeof crown and 
nobility was in itself sufficient to preclude any thought of amelio¬ 
rating the position of the peasants. The sprit of reforra which 
Catherine had imbibed from her broader outlook had little deeper 
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effect than Peter’s earlier efforts to revolutionize dress. Lacking a 
virile middle class, Russia lacked that requisite of progress that 
meant so much in the West. The privileges of the nobles (such as 
immunity from taxation) were now recognized by law, and it was 
in their hands that she even lodged the government of the prov¬ 
inces. She seems to have been usually successful in her choice of 
counselors—a fact that somewhat atoned for certain flaws in the 
central government; but it was not till the reign of her grandson, 
Alexander I, that Peter’s awkward “colleges” were replaced by 
single ministers, each with his own department and responsible to 
the czar. Catherine was really more of a philosopher than a states¬ 
man and was not endowed with great creative talent. Most of her 
store of energy (and she was naturally rather indolent) seems to 
have flowed into foreign affairs. 

The Aggrandizement of Russia and the Rise of the 
Eastern Question 

The aggrandizement of Russia is the study of a giant, long asleep, Motives oj 
who has suddenly awakened and come in time to know his strength. Expanti o n 
The clue to Russia’s policy we must find in her geography. Ice¬ 
bound except for three months of the year when the White Sea 
was open to navigation, she needed to burst the fetters with which 
other powers were binding her and to obtain—in Peter’s pictur¬ 
esque language “a port on a hot sea.” Hence the need of reaching 
the Baltic and, better still, the Black Sea, with a chance of gaining 
access through the Straits to the Mediterranean. But if such was 
an economic motive, there was also a political. By expanding to 
the west she might hope to become a factor of great importance in 
the affairs of Europe. By stretching toward the Balkans, she might 
expect in course of time to acquire Constantinople and thus obtain 
a position strategically unrivaled in the world. To the accomplish¬ 
ment of this end the thousands of Orthodox Christians under 
Ottoman subjection, long attached to the Russian czars by the 
bonds of a common religion, were both an inceptive to intervention 
and, potentially at least, the instruments of the process. Then too 
the heritage of Byzantium, the old historic right of ruling in the 
capital of the Caesars was a further spur to rouse the zeal of a 
sentimental people. Such were the potent forces, geographical and 
historical, which combined to push Russia on a quest for a grandiose 
future. In the path of westward expansion lay Sweden and Poland; 
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to the south lay the Ottoman Empire; to the east, separating Russia 
from the waters of the Pacific, lay the vast plains of Siberia, in¬ 
habited by nomad tribes. In these three directions Peter’s ener¬ 
gies turned, following in a measure the feeble attempts of his 
predecessors but enjoying a power of action which they had never 
developed. And the first real test of that power was made against 
Sweden. 

The position of Sweden at the close of the seventeenth century 
was the visible expression of the prowess of her dynasty. The house 
of Vasa had commenced its rule when Gustavus Vasa, a Swedish 
nobleman, had succeeded in 1523 in liberating his country from 
Danish rule. Yet in those days and for long afterward Denmark 
was the strongest power of the Baltic. Flanked as she was by two 
seas and possessing Norway as well as two provinces, Halland and 
Scania, across the Sound, she all but completely shut off Sweden 
from the North Sea, and by her spanning of the Sound was able 
to levy tolls on all vessels that passed through it. It was to avoid 
these exactions, incidentally, that the Dutch had rounded the 
North Cape to trade with Russia at Archangel. But the Baltic 
trade netted Denmark a large revenue, for most of the materials 
for ship-building, timber, flax, hemp, and tar were derived frtwn 
that region. Yet Denmark owed her position less to her power 
than to the accident of geography; and she had no rulers to equal 
in ability those of her neighbor, Sweden. Touching the sea at only 
one point on the west, Sweden was nevertheless master of Fin¬ 
land, whose location seemed for a time to point the direction in 
which to expand. Gustavus I, while he had given his country its 
start as an independent power, had not sought to extend her terri¬ 
tories; but his immediate successors, taking advantage of the decay 
of the Order of Sword Bearers (the crusading knights who had 
ruled a stretch of the Baltic littoral since early in the twelfth 
century) conquered Esthonia and commenced to dispute the pos¬ 
session of Livonia, both on the eastern shore of the Baltic. Then 
came the heroic figure, Gustavus Adolphus, who waged four wars, 
and whose exploits resulted in the conquest of Ingria and Karelia 
(to the east of Finland), Livonia and Pomerania on the Baltic, 
and Bremen and Verden on the North Sea. His armies had iron 
victories in the heart of Europe, and Sweden had become in a few 
generations the leading force in the Baltic world and a power of 
the find; rank. Under Gustavus’ daughter,. Christine, Sweden 
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forced her troublesome neighbor to grant her exemption from the 
Sound tolls, and under her warlike successor, Charles X, she con¬ 
quered Halland and Scania, thus gaining the coveted coast line on 
the west. The zenith of Sweden's power may be said to have been 
reached at the time of his death in 1661. 

Yet it must be confessed that Sweden's greatness was very 
artificial. A country with a small population and meager resources, 
she had been carried beyond her strength by the brilliance of her 
rulers. Her empire was hollow and scattered, difficult to govern, 
and still more difficult to defend. Moreover, while the absolutism 
of her sovereigns had been recognized in theory and a bureaucratic 
government had been developed to give it backing, the power of 
the nobles had never been broken as in France, and they were 
only held in leash by strong and resolute rulers who, in general, 
kept them occupied in military adventures. It was under these 
circumstances that in 1697 Charles XII came to the throne, and 
he had no sooner done so than he was attacked by a coalition of 
Sweden's neighbors, Denmark, Poland, and Russia, who were 
ready now to challenge her supremacy in the Baltic. Thus com¬ 
menced, with Sweden on the defensive, the so-called Northern War. 

War with Sweden was a temptation which Peter the Great could 
not resist, especially as he had already—though after some diffi¬ 
culty—come out triumphant in a short struggle with Turkey. It 
was characteristic of Peter with his intense love of the sea that one 
of his first acts had been an attack on the port of Azov, situated 
on the sea of that name, and hence affording him a ready access 
to the trade of the Black Sea. Peter's glee at opening a window to 
the south can well be imagined, and he at once began the building 
of a fleet of boats. Two years later, in 1699, he was induced to join 
in the concerted attack upon Sweden. But, unhappily for Peter's 
optimism, Charles XII was an unusually formidable adversary. 
There was nothing on earth that he enjoyed so much as fighting; 
it was said that he relished its very hardships. With a swiftness of 
movement for which he was always famous he fell upon each 
member of the coalition in turn and thrust it back in headlong 
retreat. Peter had been the second to receive the onset, his attack 
upon Nam being converted into ignominious defeat. Charles, 
having then whipped Poland and set up a new ruler, advanced into 
the heart of Germany where he soon became involved in a dispute 
With the Emperor Leopold. Since Europe was then engulfed in 
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another struggle, the War of the Spanish Succession, there was a 
prospect that Charles, in search for more adventures, would side 
with Louis XIY against the emperor and become, in short, the 
arbiter erf Europe. 

But however much the crisis of 1706 may appeal to the imagina¬ 
tion, it does not appear that Charles ever seriously considered a 
French alliance. The Duke of Marlboruugh, who was sufficiently 
worried to make a hurried pilgrimage to Charles’ camp, was finally 
persuaded that the Swede had other objects. In fact, Charles’ 
advance into Germany had been a fatal mistake, for he allowed the 
Russian colossus the time to scamble to his feet. Peter had prof¬ 
ited by his lesson and was now ready for another bout. The re¬ 
sult was a renewal of war, and ultimately Charles invaded Russia 
with the object of entering Moscow. At best it was a hazardous 
maneuver, and Charles, who was conspicuously lacking in judg¬ 
ment as well as in a sense of strategy, gave Peter all the advantage 
that he could hope for. Though his army was superior in quality 
to the Russians, it was not only exhausted but considerably out¬ 
numbered when the decisive moment arrived, and the Battle of 
Poltava (1709) proved a decisive victory for Russia. Charles fled 
to Turkey which he succeeded eventually in embroiling with 
Russia, and he got a certain revenge when the Turks recovered 
Azov. But the Swedish empire collapsed as a result of Poltava. 
The trans-Baltic provinces were overrun by the armies of a new 
coalition, while the Swedish nobles, restive in the absence of their 
ruler, plunged the homeland into turmoil. Charles’ return did not 
help matters, and he finally met a soldier’s death in 1718. All 
Sweden's outlying provinces save Finland and part of Pomerania 
were lost. For Russia it meant the attainment of a Baltic seaboard. 

The external history of Russia from Peter’s death in 1726 to 
Catherine’s accession in 1762 was comparatively unimportant 
even though Russia was occasionally involved in wars with cer¬ 
tain of her neighbors. Catherine closed the Seven Years’ War, as 
far as Russia was concerned, in 1762, and turned her attention 
to more promising undertakings. The real successor of Peter, the 
aimed to bring Russia nearer to Hie heart of Europe, and also to 
find some outlets to Hie south—a frontage on the Blade Sea, and 
commercial, if not also political, access to the Mediterranean. 
Here, as we have said, there were weak states in 
to tibie west and Turkey to Hie south. • * 
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’ Poland was a country, which, like Spain, had known a glorious Expansion 
past, but had fallen into impotence and decay. The Poles, like the and Souths 
Russians, were a Slavic people, but possessed of less patient eadur- ^rtfuon 
ance than the Russians and more naturally impulsive and efferves- Pote/uf 
cent. The kingdom which they had founded in the tenth century Treaty of 
lay between Lithuania and the Holy Roman Empire, and extended Kdnardji 
from the Baltic to the edge of the steppe which skirted the Black 
Sea. Into their constant wars with their neighbors we have no 
space to enter here. The Poles could boast of many martial heroes, 
and during their golden age they developed a notable culture. The 
size of the kingdom was much enlarged by anion with Lithuania Condition 
under the Lithuanian dynasty of Jagello in the fourteenth cen- ofPoland 
tury, and this huge and unwieldy state was kept intact by a line 
of capable kings. Unhappily the throne had always been in theory 
elective, and, while it had been customary to elect the eldest son 
of a deceased Jagello, the extinction of this line in 1570 led to seri¬ 
ous results. It was from then on that the Polish crown became a 
stake among foreign powers, each seeking the election of its chosen 
candidate, and injecting into the national life the virus of political 
corruption. Also, as another result of this national misfortune, 
more and more concessions were wrung from these puppet kings 
until the monarchy was left but a republic in disguise, all sov¬ 
ereignty being vested in a diet made up of nobles, most of whom 
were in the pay of foreign powers. 

Yet there is a third reason (beside the accidental ending of a 
strong dynasty and the intervention of foreign powers) to account 
for Poland's collapse. The Polish nobles were a turbulent, undisci¬ 
plined class, which, no longer held in check by a strong govern¬ 
ment, was only too ready to follow its personal impulses. Socially 
these nobles had long possessed ascendancy, having reduced the 
peasants to serfdom, hardly inseparable from slavery. There was 
a middle class of German extraction in Danzig and other towns 
but hardly of sufficient size to lessen the cleavage between a tyran¬ 
nical nobility and a downtrodden peasantry. Equally dominant 
politically, they ruled through the national diet, and the last 
touch was added to an unworkable constitution when in the seven¬ 
teenth century the so-called liberum veto was adopted. On the 
theory that all nobles were absolutely equal in political rights, any 
member of the diet could rise before his seat and, pronouncing the 
wmds, “I object,” could prevent any bill from passing the assem- 
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bly. More than that, any member had the right of “exploding” 
the diet—that is, forcing a dissolution, involving, moreover, the 
annulment of all acts which it had passed. Since it is hard enough 
for any body of men to be unanimous, one can judge how impos¬ 
sible it must have been in an assembly composed of men without 
patriotism or any sense of unity or discipline. Sovereignty had 
come to rest not so much with an assembly or with a class as with 
each individual noble. Thus in legal form was sealed the prevailing 
anarchy. No wonder the French philosopher, Rousseau, expressed 
the view that whenever Poland moved, she had a fit of apoplexy. 
Yet political impotence, though the worst, was not the only, ele¬ 
ment of weakness. Out of a population of 11,500,000 in the eight¬ 
eenth century about a million were “Dissidents”—belonging not 
to the national religion, the Roman Catholic, but professing either 
the Lutheran or Orthodox faith; and, thanks to religious fanaticism, 
these minorities were without political rights or complete religious 
freedom. It is true that these Dissidents were, generally speaking, 
inferior in culture to the rest of the population, and were not, as a 
matter of fact, a seditious element; but they were a tempting wedge 
for foreign interference, already fatally exerted through the cor¬ 
ruption of the nobility. Finally, except for the Carpathians, 
which divided her from Austria, Poland had no natural boundaries 
to aid in her defense. She was a weak and defenseless state, placed 
by the accident of geography between strong and expansive neigh¬ 
bors. Nothing better illustrates the fact that the medieval polity, 
characterized as it was by aristocratic anarchy, was now in the 
eighteenth century hopelessly obsolete and unable to maintain its 
existence in the face of the modem state. Since she could not now 
reform—for a small progressive minority was hopeless against the 
dominance of the rest—Poland was doomed. 

The other power, whose fate was curiously entwined with that of 
Poland, was Turkey, otherwise known as the Ottoman Empire. 
Like Poland, she had had her period of greatness, commencing, of 
course, when she forced her way into Europe in the fourteenth 
century and climaxing in the reign of Solyman the Magnificent 
when the Ottoman Empire extended from the Euphrates to the 
Danube and from north of the Black Sea to the frontier of Mo¬ 
rocco. Under the leadership of the greatest of her sultans the 
Turks had twice advanced on Vienna, and once it was only with 
the greatest effort that Christendom had been saved. But Turkey 
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had had her apogee and her decline had already set in. A third 
advance on Vienna was repulsed before its gates in 1683 largely 
through the heroism of a Polish king, John Sobieski, and that his¬ 
toric year marked, as it happens, a definite turning-point in the his¬ 
tory of eastern Europe. Turkey was henceforth thrown upon 
the defensive, and what has since become known as the Eastern 
Question had arisen to torment the diplomats of Europe. Roughly 
speaking, the Eastern Question was: what was to become of Tur¬ 
key? For her position in Europe was immensely tempting to her 
neighbors, and she was not any longer able to defend it. 

The greatness of Turkey had, in fact, been built on a false foun¬ 
dation, It had been due almost entirely to the ability of a few 
successive sultans; for neither morally nor politically had the em¬ 
pire any strength. The Turks had no political capacity and for 
governing their conquests had to depend largely on the services of 
the conquered, whose loyalty naturally was in question. With 
the passing of her strong rulers Turkey's hollowness became re¬ 
vealed. The government was run in haphazard fashion by favorites 
of the palace; the pashas who governed the various provinces 
were all but independent; and corruption (in which the enslaved 
Christians who held office were pastmasters) was corroding the 
whole administration. Unlike Poland, she had something in the 
way of national barriers—the Danube and the Balkan Mountains 
—but she was even weaker in one respect than Poland, for the 
great mass of her population were unwilling subjects, professing 
another faith, and hating their rulers as an alien and oppressive 
yoke. Nothing but fear and the long habit of subjection kept them 
from rising in rebellion. In truth, the Turks, in spite of their lack 
of leadership, were excellent warriors still, and could easily have 
held their own unless attacked by outside powers. But unhappily 
for Turkey, as for Poland, it was the time when growing nations 
were seeking their logical boundaries, and no weak state could 
hope to arrest their march. 

Into these first wars of aggression we cannot enter in detail here. 
Austria was the leader in this long crusade of reprisal. By early in 
the eighteenth century the Hapsburgs had recovered Hungary, 
and at one time an Austrian army had occupied Belgrade, the citar 
del of Turkey on the Danube. In these earlier struggles Austria 
had sometimes the aid of Russia (we have noted the adventures of 
Peter) and of Venice, who was struggling to maintain what was 
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left of her scattered empire. But it was Russia, when her power 
was fully able to be displayed, that menaced the very existence 
of the Ottoman power in Europe. 

We have pointed out the underlying geographical and historical 
factors that doomed Poland to destruction. More specifically, her 
three powerful neighbors, Austria, Prussia, and Russia were 
bound to regard her as ripe for conquest. While Prussia wanted 
that portion of Polish territory known as West Prussia to connect 
the two main divisions of her realm, Russia thought of Poland as a 
future acquisition to make herself that much more of a European 
power. Austria, alone of the three, had no immediate design on 
Polish territory and was content with the status quo as long as the 
electors of Saxony, Austrian tools, were safely in possession of the 
Polish throne. But she might, of course, be pushed into some 
aggression by jealousy of her rivals. 

The partition of Poland had been long ago forecast. As early 
as the sixteenth century the subject had been discussed between 
an emperor and a czar. Charles X thought of it, and Peter the 
Great had discussed the possibility with Frederick I of Prussia. 
Then the struggles in central Europe delayed further consideration 
until peace was signed between Austria and Prussia in 1763, and 
the following year the Saxon king of Poland died without leaving 
any heir to traffic for the succession. This at once raised the 
Polish question in acute form, for Catherine and Frederick the 
Great were quick to see their opportunity, and no distractions in 
other directions prevented their taking action. It is true that 
Russia wanted not to snatch a piece of Poland but to dominate 
the whole, whereas Frederick must by some turn of fortune ob¬ 
tain West Prussia. But for the present each was satisfied to 
keep Poland weak, and something might be gained by joint 
action. 

With Frederick’s concurrence Catherine chose their common 
candidate for the Polish throne. It was Stanislas Poniatowski, a 
Polish nobleman, who had been one of Catherine’s innumerable 
lovers, and had actually sought her support. The Czarina said 
that she loved him for “his pensive face and his expressive eyes*” 
More likely she saw in him a docile tool who would amply support 
her interests, for, in spite of Stanislas’ nobility of character, he 
ms not a man of much stability, and even a stronger man might 
easily have succumbed. 
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But the choice of the ruler was not the only feature of the bar¬ 
gain between these crowned vultures. They entered into a defen¬ 
sive alliance for eight years (each to aid the other financially if 
attacked) and likewise agreed as regards Poland that the liberum 
veto should be maintained and that Dissidents should be accorded 
equal rights with Roman Catholics. When these demands were 
put to the diet, it refused to listen and Catherine found it desirable 
to punctuate her arguments with troops. Poor Stanislas was help¬ 
less; he wanted his country reformed, but he knew that his only 
strength was in his foreign protectress, and there was no possible 
resistance to Catherine’s Cossacks. So Poland, squirming, yielded 
to compulsion. The result, however, was civil war. Bands of 
“Patriots,” as they called themselves, who resented both foreign 
influence and religious toleration, rose in revolt against their 
government, and, of course, had to deal not so much with Polish 
troops as with Russia’s invading forces. After a devastating 
struggle of several months the “Patriots” were forced to flee, and 
Catherine’s Cossacks pursued them across the frontier into Turkey. 
It was this encroachment on Ottoman territory that speedily 
involved Turkey in the imbroglio. 

It was at this juncture that France played a temporary but 
decisive r61e in the ugly drama. Choiseul, minister of Louis XV, 
had followed the usual policy of his government in patronizing the 
weaker powers of Europe to harass the stronger ones, and had 
already expended money on behalf of the Polish rebels, who might 
be said on this occasion to represent the cause of Polish independ¬ 
ence. He now saw an opportunity of pitting Turkey against Russia. 
Such balancing of forces would keep the East in turmoil while he 
concentrated his thoughts on his coming struggle with England. 
Through the French ambassador at Constantinople, the Count of 
Vergennes, he persuaded the Sultan to resent the violation of his 
neutrality by Russian troops, knowing full well that Russia herself 
would be more than willing to aocept the challenge. Since obviously 
tile question was not susceptible to discussion, the Sultan finally 
, took the step of arresting the Russian minister and imprisoning 
him in the Castle of the Seven Towers. This was the conventional 
Turkish mode of declaring war. Thus began in 1768 Catherine’s 
first war with Turkey—an opportunity of future gain which she 
must certainly have welcomed, though it is true that her hands 
were partly tied. 
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The outbreak of the Turkish war led at once to international 
complications. After some months of getting ready the Russians 
occupied the Danubian Principalities, Moldavia and Wallachia, 
and eventually held the line of the river Danube. Both Prussia 
and Austria were naturally dismayed, Prussia because of her 
obligation to assist an ally (Frederick managed to get out of this 
by haggling over the terms) and Austria because she could not 
bear to see Russia biting off chunks of the “eastern cake,” as 
Frederick called Turkey, unless she should also get her share. 
Catherine, for her part, seeing that France, Prussia, and Aus¬ 
tria were all viewing her with suspicion, talked very modestly 
of what she expected as a result of the war. Yet no one could doubt 
that she meant to get what she could, and that might mean Con¬ 
stantinople, or at the very least, the Principalities. If only some 
equivalent could be found that might avail to arrest the Czarina’s 
march! Well, there was one place where every one might seek 
such compensation and maintain the balance of power, and that 
was Poland. Frederick’s resourceful mind thus hit upon the idea of 
joint partition. 

For a time Catherine steadily resisted this tempting lure. She 
was willing to limit her conquests but she must have a protec¬ 
torate over the Danubian Principalities and another over the 
Crimea which she had occupied as well. But Austria was begin¬ 
ning by this time to make some serious threats (bluffing, as it 
turned out, for Maria Theresa would not hear of war), and Cath¬ 
erine knew that in event of actual war with Austria she could not 
count on Frederick, who was showing an unwonted intimacy with 
Vienna. In the summer of 1770 she decided that it might be well 
to sound her ally, and thus invited Frederick’s brother, Prince 
Henry, to visit St. Petersburg as her guest. “You understand, my 
dear brother,” wrote Frederick, “what skillful handling that 
woman will need. . . . You will please make the Empress the 
most flattering compliments from me, and you will say everything 
you can of the admiration which she inspires in every one—in fact, 
all that is necessary.” It was some time indeed before Catherine 
fully appreciated the risky game she was then playing, but Austria 
and Prussia had both been encroaching on Polish territory (a 
precautionary measure, of course!), and finally she said to Henry, 
“Well; why should not everyone take something too?” After a 
year of haggling on Catherine’s part and of duplicity and foggifog 
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on Frederick's a bargain was finally struck. Russia and Prussia 
should each take a specified slice of Poland. 

It remained now to induce Vienna to participate. Neither 
Frederick nor Catherine wanted Austria to be in a position to 
feed her jealousy by intriguing with the Poles and rendering their 
own situation more difficult. She must therefore be invited, nay 
even pressed, to join in this act of banditry—-in the name of the 
balance of power! At first Maria Theresa would have none of it. 
Her conscience forbade her to pillage 
a friendly neighbor: “Let us rather be 
held weaklings/ 1 she said, “than 
knaves." Unfortunately for her scru¬ 
ples Austrian diplomacy had over¬ 
reached itself. While it had held Russia 
on the Danube by the threat of in¬ 
tervention, it had sought to get Dal¬ 
matia as “compensation" for Russia's 
possession of the Principalities, and 
after a good deal of bluster about war 
Maria Theresa had confessed (in a 
channel that reached Frederick) that 
she really had no intention of resorting 
to arms. Now if other powers were 
getting territory all this scheming was not only futile but seemed 
to render her position rather ridiculous. So, after much pressure 
from Joseph and Kaunitz and with many tears, Maria Theresa 
gave in. And the more she wept over Poland, the more she actually 
took, and she got in the end the best piece. 

A three-cornered agreement was finally reached and signed in 
July, 1772. Prussia acquired West Prussia except the towns of 
Danzig and Thorn. Russia received a slice on the east, peopled 
largely by Lithuanians and Little Russians. Austria obtained 
Galicia on the other side of the Carpathians. Prussia's share in¬ 
cluded 600,000 people; Russia's, 1,600,000; Austria's, 2,600,000. 
For Poland the affair was serious indeed. The loss of West Prussia 
meant the cutting off of her natural access to the Baltic, and 
Galicia had been the richest of her provinces. Moreover, diplomatic 
surgery is an ominous experiment. The victim, enfeebled by a 
first operation, might have to submit to another. 

Meanwhile Catherine had still her Turkish war to dispose of. 
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Treaty of Frederick had called the war a contest between the blind and one* 
Kaimrdji eyed, and Russia—the “one-eyed”—found it apparently impossi¬ 
ble to dislodge the Turks from their positions beyond the Danube. 
She was willing to relinquish the Danubian Principalities (to that 
extent Austrian policy had been successful), and though the 
Moldo-Wallachians had welcomed liberation, a plot to incite the 
Greeks to insurrection had proved a sorry failure. Distracted by 
the peasant uprising of 1773 and the danger of a war with Sweden 
(she rightly suspected Frederick of complicity), Catherine wisely 
decided to make peace. A Russian victory south of the Danube 
finally brought the Turks to terms, and the result was the Treaty 
of Kutchuk Kainardji, 

By this famous treaty, signed in July, 1774, Russia gained a solid 
footing on the Black Sea, the right to send her merchantmen through 
the Straits into the Mediterranean, and the independence of the 
Tatar khanate of the Crimea—manifestly a step toward its eventual 
incorporation in the Russian Empire. Apart from this, by various 
clauses, the phraseology of which was purposely vague, she procured 
the right to intercede on behalf of the Danubian Principalities as 
well as the Greek Church of Constantinople. The right of offering 
“representations” was later translated into a right to intervene in 
the domestic affairs of the Ottoman Empire. The transaction had 
hardly been completed when Austria seized the Bukovina (the 
northern tip of Moldavia), while Frederick grabbed a hundred 
villages in Poland. Thus again was the equilibrium preserved. Per¬ 
haps also they realized that Catherine had not said her last word. 
The Eastern The Treaty of Kutchuk Kainardji proved, in fact, no more than 
tiu stake™ a milestone in Russia’s triumphal advance. Annexation of the 
IfonoT' Crimea was its logical sequel. The security of Russia from Tatar 
Rivalries raids, the shutting off of a refuge for fugitive serfs, and the value 
of a longer coast line on the Black Sea—all these motives served to 
Catherine's inspire a seizure of the khanate. After cultivating the friendship of 
MTwZy Joseph—which soon ripened into an informal alliance—Catherine 
proclaimed in 1783 the annexation of the Crimea. Isolated and 
friendless, Turkey recognized the change. Soon afterward the 
naval station of Sebastopol was established on the peninsula to 
which the name, the Crimea, is customarily applied. In 1787 
Catherine and Joseph toured together the new provinces, and at 
one place she led him underneath a triumphal arch, bearing the 
significant inscription, "The road to 
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Whether if Frederick the Great had not died in 1786 Russian 
policy might have slackened its pace is a matter of speculation. In 
any event it suited Joseph to plan with Catherine a partition of 
the Ottoman Empire, and there was apparently no prospect of 
external interference. While Austria hoped for Dalmatia to extend 
her Adriatic littoral (this was to be ceded by Venice in exchange 
for the Morea), Catherine dreamed not only of a protectorate over 
the Danubian Principalities but of a new Byzantine empire with 
its capital at Constantinople, to be ruled by one of her grandsons, 
appropriately christened Constantine. France should have Egypt, 
if she wished it, and that might avail to k^ep her from making 
trouble. When Turkey foolishly provoked a second conflict, the 
way seemed open for the destruction of the Ottoman Empire. 

Yet the issue of Catherine’s second war with Turkey (1787-92) 
was very disappointing. A sudden war with Sweden was at once 
a source of embarrassment; then Austria, her ally, was distracted 
by revolts at home, while Russia herself was annoyed by a sudden 
reform movement in Poland; finally a coalition of powers, Great 
Britain, Holland, and Prussia, seemed about to threaten Austria 
with armed intervention; and when Joseph II died in February, 
1790, his successor, Leopold II, rather than risk a war with Prussia, 
made a hasty peace with the Turks. Deserted by her ally, Cath¬ 
erine saw that she, too, must soon make peace; and though her 
armies had by this time pounded out some striking victories, the 
Triple Alliance resolved that Russia, no less than Austria, should 
respect the balance of power. Catherine, nevertheless, determined 
to make sure of Ochakov, a port on the Black Sea that was prac¬ 
tically free of ice throughout the year. For some reason William 
Pitt, who was then prime minister of England, was ready to make 
its seizure a casus belli, and only the vigorous opposition in cabi¬ 
net and parliament prevented armed intervention to arrest the 
Russian advance. Catherine kept Ochakov, but only slightly 
extended her seacoast by the Treaty of Jassy (1792), which ended 
the war. 

Great Britain’s threatened participation in the war was an in¬ 
teresting portent. It showed clearly enough that the Eastern 
Question was now a bone of contention between the powers, and it 
foreshadowed the long rivalry of Russia and Great Britain in the 
Near, East. Henceforth Great Britain was usually the foremost 
champion of the integrity of the Ottoman Empire. 
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Expansion For Russia, her objective, Constantinople, was still a long way 
to the East Q g yet the tentacles of the great empire were reaching out far and 
wide. And while she now faced Europe, she was still able to take a 
look at Asia over her shoulder. 

As far back as the reign of Ivan the Terrible some Cossacks had 
penetrated Siberia, and fortified posts had been established on the 
river Obi. Bleak and covered with forests, the land we know as 
Siberia was then traversed by nomad tribes of the Mongol race. 
During the reign of Alexis settlements were founded on the Amur 
and there was much desultory fighting with the Chinese, but it was 
left to Peter the Great to plant the Russian eagles on the shores of 
the Pacific Ocean and even to establish treaty relations with China. 
He it was also who dispatched an expedition, commanded by a 
Danish navigator, Bering, to determine whether Asia was joined 
to America, and Bering eventually discovered Alaska. It was 
originally the fur trade which had prompted this expansion in 
Asia, though it is obvious that the thought of a new sea sufficed to 
rouse the energies of Peter. Meanwhile a plan to conquer the 
Transcaspian region and open up trade relations with India had 
proved abortive. 

Catherine paid less attention to Siberia and the Pacific, but she 
successfully extended her frontiers on the southeast. In 1780 she 
accepted a protectorate over Georgia, a Christian principality in 
the heart of the Caucasus Mountains, and this was finally annexed 
to Russia early in the nineteenth century. With Persia Russia 
had been occasionally at war but without appreciable results. But 
it is interesting to observe that Russia had become in part at least 
once more an Asiatic power. Moreover, the eastward wave of 
expansifin gives us additional light on the direction of Russian 
foreign policy. 
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Tudors. 

2. THE STRUGGLE FOR SOVEREIGNTY BETWEEN CROWN 
AND PARLIAMENT AND THE REVOLUTION OF 1688 

A. The First Period of the Struggle 
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Course of the struggle; The Civil War; Fall of the monarchy; The 
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Spirit of the Restoration; Character of Charles II; Political impor¬ 
tance of the Restoration; Rise of political parties; Menace of absolutism: 
(1) under Charles II, (2) under James II; The Revolution—Solution of 
the question of sovereignty. 
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policy in the eighteenth century. 

4. THE EVOLUTION OF “GREAT BRITAIN AND IRELAND” 
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exploitation of Ireland; Union with Ireland. 


We have already noticed that England, in emerging from feudal¬ 
ism into the form of a modern state, was able to dispense with the 
all-pervasive will of an autocratic monarch. She was, indeed, the 
unique exception of a nation sustaining its unity under a limited 
monarchy—limited, we may add, not by feudal survivals but in 
the more modem sense, by the play of institutions more or less 
representative of the nation. And yet, during the course of the 
seventeenth century, when absolute monarchy on the Continent 
was being perfected, it would have been strange if some attempt 
had not been made by the English kings to follow the conventional 
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pattern of this period. Whether the constitutional liberties of the 
English people were strongly enough entrenched to withstand the 
test, whether the royal supremacy, already a fact under the house 
of Tudor, was to make itself impregnable—such was to be the 
predominant issue in this crucial period of English history. We 
may note incidentally that England was particularly fortunate in 
her geography. She enjoyed a greater security than Continental 
states like France or Prussia, and after the loss of Calais in 1658 
she was not tempted by the Jure of conquest into challenging the 
military power of her Continental rivals. A greater concentration 
on matters of more direct personal interest to her people had the 
effect of developing in England a more vigorous national sentiment 
than anywhere else in Europe. And perhaps we may urge that 
underlying this sentiment was the Englishman’s stubborn in¬ 
sistence on managing his own affairs—a national quality that was 
perhaps largely an Anglo-Saxon inheritance. To appreciate the 
force of this historic individualism we should look back for a 
moment to the growth of the constitution. It was a slow and rather 
painful growth, rather the product of struggle and trial than of the 
propounding of abstract theories (for which the English mind has 
little fondness), but with all its incompleteness even as late as the 
eighteenth century it may be said nevertheless to have prepared the 
way for that robust political freedom which Englishmen enjoy 
today. 

The Political Heritage of the Seventeenth Century 

There is nothing on the Continent analogous to the English Rite of the 
constitution. It is a compound of certain immemorial usages and con * t ' tvtlim 
rules of procedure (together known as the “common law”), 1 cap¬ 
tain charters, customs, parliamentary statutes, and judicial inter¬ 
pretations, Part of it is written, but much of it is not; there has 
never been an attempt to compile it in its entirety; and it is easily 
altered or amended. Even in its crude beginnings—long before any 
of its features came to be supplied to it by parliaments—it received 
a certain reverence from kings and nobles alike. Local self- 
government, for example, which had been a legacy of the Anglo- 
Saxon period, was fostered and developed under the Normans; and 

1 The common low, aa Professor W. B. Munro says, is judge-mode law in con¬ 
tradistinction to statutes, that is, acts passed by parliament. Originally a body of 
usages “common” to the realm, it ” grew by decision and by record, not by enact¬ 
ment.” 



172 A SHORT HISTORY OF MODERN EUROPE 


The limited 
monarchy 


it was by virtue of the common law that the individual was pro¬ 
tected in many of his rights. When protection was insufficient, he 
had also the privilege of appealing to the crown, which had its 
special machinery for dealing with defects in the common law. But 
the crown was not always the protector of the common good; for 
the Norman king was a feudal monarch, and his position as such 
was often beset with difficulty. Naturally enough these aspirants 
to sovereignty strained at their fetters, especially when it was a 
question of obtaining money, and that is why the Charter of 1100, 
voluntarily granted by Henry I, and the more famous Magna 
Charta, extorted from King John in 1215, are highly significant. 
While the prescriptions subscribed to in these charters were mainly 
feudal, their acceptance by the crown—in the second case a forced 
acceptance—implied the existence of a contract, according to 
which the king must respect his obligations. Hence, after feudalism 
had lost its political importance, there still remained the tradition 
that the crown was subject to the law. 

The barons who drew up Magna Charta intended that the 
“great council,” in the presence of which the king legislated, 
should be a safeguard against further encroachments by the crown. 
Such encroachments were likely to be in matters relating to money, 
since a kingdom frequently at war had clearly outgrown the prin¬ 
ciple that the king had sufficient resources in the existing feudal 
dues and other customary revenues, and it became increasingly 
necessary to ask for occasional subsidies from his council. It was 
also plain that the middle class could not be reached by feudal 
exactions and yet were a tempting source of wealth for the royal 
treasury. Gradually the great council came to be evolved into 
what was known as “parliament,” recruited not only from the 
nobles and the clergy but from the middle class as well; and 
originally it was understood that the consent of each estate was 
needed for any levy on its members. 1 Though for a short time, 
indeed, parliament met as three estates, after the Continental 
fashion, it eventually divided permanently into a “house of 
lords” and a “house of commons.” In the reign of Edward I 
(toward the close of the thirteenth century) parliament may be 
said to have'acquired an established position, for this king, having 
been called upon to confirm Magna Charta, was made to under- 

* |n the later Middle Ages separate taxation of each estate by its own representa¬ 
tives was gradually abandoned, and parliament acted for all. 
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stand, and he acknowledged the fact, that all new taxes were 
dependent on a previous grant from parliament; and it was gen¬ 
erally understood that such grants were only to be expected in an 
emergency. Generally speaking, the house of lords was, prior to 
the seventeenth century, the more important body, though it was 
customary from as early as 1407 for grants of money to be first 
made in the commons (as the more representative body) and then 
passed by the lords. Naturally, too, there were grievances that the 
crown was expected to redress; and little by little it came to be 
customary for parliaments to attach conditions to the granting of 
supplies. Sometimes also, as for instance in the reign of Edward III, 
parliament granted money for a specific purpose, such as war with 
Scotland, thus foreshadowing the system of legislative appropria¬ 
tions. Partly owing to the Hundred Years' War, which required 
heavier grants than had been customary, and especially due to the 
weakness of Henry VI, the crown during the time of the Lancas¬ 
trian kings became especially dependent on parliament. It was 
in that period that members of parliament acquired from the king 
the recognition of their freedom from arrest and freedom of debate 
during a session. 

In the matter of acquiring the right to share the legislative power 
with the king progress was not so rapid. At first parliament merely 
presented petitions to the crown, to which the latter might or 
might not accede. Since, however, it met only at the royal sum¬ 
mons, it was easy for a king to forget his promise or enact legisla¬ 
tion that inadequately met the need. At all events, by the middle 
of the fifteenth century we find parliament making many statutes 
itself, though the royal sanction was, of course, necessary to com¬ 
plete the operation. Then it was that the “bill” replaced the 
petition. The least progress was made in the exercise of control 
over the initiative of the crown. A body known as the privy council 
(an offshoot of the former great council) constituted the king's 
body of advisers, and some of them served as his ministers. During 
the reign of Edward III the commons devised the means known as 
“impeachment” for getting rid of an unpopular minister. The com¬ 
mons placed its charges before the lords who then decided the case; 
and if the offender were found guilty, his removal (not to mention 
other penalties) was assured. But this was very different from direct 
participation of the legislature in governmental policy—a privilege 
that must await the direct subordination of ministers to parliament. 
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Meanwhile the individual subject found his protection in the 
common law. In England there were no lettres de cachet, and, 
theoretically at least (though actually the law was capable of much 
evasion), 1 a person indicted for crime could not be kept in prison 
indefinitely without a trial. Moreover, any officer of the crown who 
violated the rights of the individual, as understood in the common 
law, was liable to be sued before a jury. Thus in the fifteenth cen¬ 
tury a famous English jurist, Sir John Fortescue, could say, “The 
king of England cannot alter nor change the laws of the realm ac¬ 
cording to his pleasure.” England had traveled in a different direc¬ 
tion from those Continental countries governed by Roman law, 
according to which the king's pleasure had the force of law. Yet 
one must not suppose that parliament was really the sole source 
of the legislative power. Kings had a practice of issuing what were 
known as proclamations (based on the old right of issuing ordi¬ 
nances in the original great council), which, though they were not 
supposed to contravene an existing statute or the common law, 
often did curtail the liberty of a subject. Sometimes, moreover, 
the crown suspended the operation of a law by the application of 
the so-called dispensing power, destined, as we shall see, to make 
trouble for the house of Stuart in the seventeenth century. 

The peculiar In fact, in spite of the spirit and sometimes the letter of the con- 

Tudor* he stitution, some of the sovereigns of the house of Tudor 2 did govern 
“according to their pleasure.” The Wars of the Roses had some¬ 
thing to do with this curious revival of the royal power, not, of 
course, in the same degree as the Hundred Years' War had operated 
in France, but as giving the Tudor sovereigns a chance to replenish 
the nobility with men of their own creation of whose loyalty they 
were assured; and further, the century of civil war which Englishmen 
had had to endure made them willing to accept a strong monarchy 
for the sake of having protection for their economic interests. The 
same feeling was manifested during the struggles that ensued with 
the papacy and Spain. The separation of the English Church from 

1 See TasweU-Langmead, English Constitutional History , pp. 572-3, for defects 
in the law, not materially remedied till the Habeas Corpus Act of 1679. Never¬ 
theless Use principle that the prisoner had a right to secure a warrant issued to his 
jailer bidding the latter present him (henoe the term, habeas corpus , " Have the 
body’*), together with a statement of the cause of detention, before a court or 
judge for a hearing of the case was an instrument that could be used in fighting any 
attempt at judicial despotism. 

*ffcere were five sovereigns: Henry VII (I486—1600), Henry VIII (1509-47), 
Edward VI (1547-53), Mary I (1553-$), and Elisabeth (1558-1603). ' * 
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Rome, while the initial circumstances had grated somewhat on 
popular sensibilities, won eventual approval as the repudiation of 
an external authority in the sphere of religion; and England's 
early-developed sense of nationality showed all its inherent strength 
in this struggle, particularly when Elizabeth came to be threatened 
with dethronement by the Rome-inspired forces of the Catholic 
Reaction. Another important aspect of the Religious Revolution 
was the confiscation of the monasteries, much of which spoil came 
into private hands and had the same effect in attaching the bene¬ 
ficiaries to the crown as the confiscation of the Church lands during 
the French Revolution was to make those Who acquired this wealth 
staunch supporters of the Revolution. Though all of them were 
forceful personalities, it may be questioned whether the Tudors 
were endowed with great statesmanship, and the chief merit of 
Elizabeth lay in the choice of some of her counselors. But they 
did not give the impression of wanting to set up absolute monarchy, 
and they seem to have had the knack of winning the sympathies of 
their subjects. Yet inasmuch as elections to the commons were 
sometimes manipulated by the crown and parliament occasionally 
cudgeled into submission one may gather that the strength of the 
Tudor monarchy lay in forces rather deeper than personal popular¬ 
ity. Tudor policy had, in general, co-incided with the national 
interest, as the nation viewed it. Yet before the period closed there 
were unmistakable signs that parliament had begun to outgrow 
the royal tutelage. And it was always borne in mind that thanks 
to England's constitutional traditions the monarchy was limited 
in theory, whatever it was in practice; hence it ill behooved the 
crown to contest that theory. Such was the lesson to be learned by 
the house of Stuart. 

The Struggle for Sovereignty between Crown and 
Parliament and the Revolution of 1688 

On the death of Elizabeth in 1603 her cousin, James VI of Scot¬ 
land of the house of Stuart became king of England as James I and 
united in his person the two kingdoms. His mother had been the 
ill-fated 1 “Mary, Queen of Scots,” who had been executed by 
Elizabeth in 1687, and his reign even from childhood had been one 
of constant struggle either with turbulent nobles or with domineer- 

1 Mary Stuart, after a ioug captivity in England, bad been executed by Elisabeth 
in 1587 because of her supposed complicity in designs on the English throne. 
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mg parsons. Essentially a lover of peace, James had generally 
managed by keeping his enemies at odds with one another to avoid 
any serious trouble. But he was used to a people of rougher mold 
than the English and also less united. Between the two nations 
there were memories of long enmities and little sympathy, and to 
the English James was a stranger and almost a foreigner. Yet the 
fatal unpopularity of the house of Stuart had little to do with its 
Scottish extraction. Unlike its counterpart in Scotland, the English 
parliament took itself very seriously; and the causes of its breach 
with the first two kings of the house of Stuart may be summarized 
as fourfold. 

General In the first place, there was an important negative cause of the 

theltrmie monarchy’s troubles. There was no longer felt that need of unity 
in the face of peril, which had kept Englishmen loyal and even 
subservient to Elizabeth. Conspiracies against the throne had 
finally ceased; the Armada had come to grief; the Catholic Reaction 
had spent itself, as far as England was concerned. When James 
made peace with Spain in 1604 a period had closed. Domestic 
policies would now come to the front, and the crown would now be 
viewed with a far more critical eye. 

A second reason for the political struggle was the growth of 
Puritanism. During the reign of Elizabeth, when Calvinism or 
(to use its English equivalent) Presbyterianism had come to be 
the dominant creed of Scotland, a large majority of the English 
Protestants had come to desire a more simplified system of wor¬ 
ship than that generally adopted and at least a reduction (they 
came in time to demand abolition) of the authority of the bishops. 
Aside from these Puritans, as they came to be called, others, more 
extreme, asked, rather, for toleration outside the Church and were 
known as “Independents” or “Congregationalists,” but the great 
majority, disapproving of an earlier movement to force Calvinism 
upon England, preferred to stay within the Established Church, 
provided that certain rites were altered and that congregations 
were practically self-governing. In this way they could proceed— 
quite in the spirit of Geneva—to divorce art from religion, enforce 
a godly Sunday, and regulate popular morals. One might feel that 
such a body might better have left the fold and set up a church of 
its own making, but it must be realized that toleration was not yet 
an accepted principle, and not to be of the king’s religion was to 
court outlawry and persecution. James, for his part, had no 
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quarrel with Calvinist doctrines, but he knew only too well the 
meddlesome proclivities of these folk and he looked upon the cult 
as dangerous on political grounds. Accordingly, to any suggestion 
of making changes in the Anglican Church he responded with 
asperity, and as this element was strong in parliament, the resist¬ 
ance which he encountered on other questions may be partly 
ascribed to this cause. Unfortunately, too, his policy in other 
respects was calculated to widen the breach. The Puritan strength 
was largely in the middle class, which missed its war with Spain 
and the chance of plundering Spanish galleons; while prejudice as 
well as interest was involved when it became known that James was 
seeking a marriage alliance with the Spanish court. While it is true 
that such a policy was open to criticism on many grounds, there is 
little doubt that James was less insular than most of his subjects, 
and, thanks partly to his learning, less intolerant. With much 
reason on his side he no longer classed as dangerous the English 
Catholics, who were still in theory subjected to certain penal laws, 
which Elizabeth had held as a warning over their heads, somewhat 
as the guillotine was to be used in the French Revolution to frighten 
confirmed royalists into obedience. James was as tolerant to 
Catholics as he dared to be, and so was his son, Charles, whose wife, 
a sister of Louis XIII of France, was a Catholic. Religious bitter¬ 
ness was much more aggravated under Charles I, who swung al¬ 
most as far to the right as the Puritans did to the left, and who 
by trying to bring the Anglican Church into greater resemblance 
to the Catholic, drove most of the Puritans to demand the entire 
supplanting of the Anglican faith by unadulterated Presbyterian¬ 
ism. The attempt to impose Anglicanism upon Scotland was 
Charles’s supreme folly, and led indirectly to his downfall. 

A third cause of the trouble was the personality of the rulers. 
That parliament would have tried a saint’s patience may be readily 
admitted, and kings of the seventeenth century were very far 
from saints. But neither James nor Charles seemed to possess a 
grain of tact. Early in his reign James expounded the doctrine of 
the divine right of kings, and claimed by right the power which 
the Tudors had tacitly exercised but never disdussed. An English¬ 
man, while often forbearing, resents being told that he must obey 
as an obligation, and has ordinarily a supreme contempt for 
theories. It was but natural that such pronouncements—which 
were not nearly so dangerous as they sounded—were looked upon 
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as a declaration of war against his liberties. But Charles was more 
than tactless. Naturally very shy, and drawn to very few people 
through his affections, he was cold and aloof in his manner—a 
quality that discouraged confidence and made his inveterate stub¬ 
bornness particularly exasperating. When he came to show in 
course of time that his word was not to be trusted, his reserve 
seemed to imply a deeper meaning. Neither was a good judge of 
men or understood the temper of the people whom they ruled. 
As Professor Trevelyan has said, James knew Scotland but not 
England, and Charles knew neither. 

But a fourth reason for the coming struggle was perhaps the most 
important of all, and that was the failure of the English parlia¬ 
ment to comprehend the financial needs of the crown. The ordi¬ 
nary revenues which were expected to support the government 
and meet the king’s personal requirements had been inadequate 
even in Tudor days, and James I faced a deficit from the begin¬ 
ning of his reign. Perhaps the principal explanation may be 
found in the soaring prices of all commodities—a condition which 
began in the sixteenth century and became increasingly more 
serious in the seventeenth. Yet parliament seemed to feel that 
only in the event of war should it be expected to make supplemen¬ 
tary grants, and even on such an occasion it never voted enough 
to meet requirements. 1 The king “must live of his own/ 7 as con¬ 
temporaries were fond of saying. Since parliament was appar¬ 
ently incapable of viewing this question broadly, the crown was 
driven to expedients for raising money that either went beyond 
its constitutional rights or at least might be so represented. It is 
undoubtedly true that James I was extravagant and exasperating, 
but much of his financial difficulty was due to circumstances that 
Were altogether beyond him, and parliament always viewed the 
question purely as a personal matter. Doubtless a basic cause of 
much of this lack of co-operation was the sharp separation of the 
executive and legislative organs. Not unless the crown could con¬ 
trol parliament or parliament could become responsible for the 
government was there much chance of mutual understanding. 
It was, after all, the penalty of a divided sovereignty, and it fa 
hard to believe that even the Tudors could have long avoided this 

1 The desire to support the Protestant oauBe in the Thirty Years* War without 
providing sufficient means for making such intervention effectual displays parlia* 
mentary stupidity in glaring light. After a time English policy came to be taken for 
What it was worth, and the national prestige was according lowered. 
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issue. With the Stuarts, less endowed with a clear sense of what 
was posable, and beset with certain new domestic problems, the 
gap grew rapidly wider and more fatal. 

The struggle between crown and parliament was generally over cw«« of 
money, though it came to involve a defense of parliament’s the ,tru to le 
privileges against attack. Parliament would grant but little 
money to James, and there was much wrangling over the nature of 
the royal prerogative. Under Charles the strug&le became acute. 

His first parliament was soon dissolved because he would not tol¬ 
erate criticism of his government, and the second fared no better, 
since it refused to grant any money until an unpopular minister 
was removed. After a still more stormy experience with his third 
parliament Charles resolved to get along without this fractious 
body. In the intervals during which no parliament met (and none 
at all met from 1629 to 1640) the king used different expedients 
for raising money, some of which were plainly obsolete and most 
of which were constitutionally questionable. When, on one occar 
sion, taxpayers rebelled, he threw them into prison. Thrice on 
different grounds he imprisoned certain members of the house of 
commons, one of whom eventually died in the Tower rather than 
try to purchase release by making submission. Every time parlia- 
ment had met, it had reiterated its privileges, and in the famous 
Petition of Right (1628) it extorted the royal sanction to a con¬ 
demnation of arbitrary imprisonment and punishment by martial 
law. And so the struggle for political supremacy went on. On 
some occasions the house of commons exceeded its own rights, as 
when it once refused to adjourn at the royal command (really an 
act of revolution!); but more often it was the king who stretched 
his prerogative, and he could generally trust the judges to uphold 
him, since their tenure rested entirely on the royal favor. Charles, 
for his part, never looked upon himself as anything but an auto¬ 
crat, somewhat compelled, it is true, to recognize a constitution, 
but none the less an autocrat. When he dismissed his third parlia¬ 
ment with the warning that if it would not give him money he 
would raise it himself, he declared to the astonished members, 

“Take not this as a threatening, for I scorn to threaten any but 
my equals.” Yet the men he was thus despising were the most re¬ 
spected people in England, most of them members of the landed 
aristocracy whose great-grandfathers Henry VIII had enriched 
with the spoils of the Church. Whether they were Puritans or 
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Anglicans, they were equally opposed to any abuse of the royal 
power. But few of them understood that what they were really 
fighting for was the supremacy of parliament. Sovereignty must 
lie somewhere. There must—at least in a crisis—be some supreme 
control. The English constitution had not yet worked this out, 
since the financial check was supposed to preclude misgovemment. 
That it had not always done so had been proved by certain palace 
revolutions. Perhaps, therefore, this struggle was indispensable 
to put the constitution itself on a clear and rational basis. 

But it should have been obvious to the King of England, as it 
was to Continental sovereigns, that unless he could corrupt his 
enemies (in this case by packing the house of commons), he could 
not hope to become absolute without an army, and England had 
no standing army. When Charles got into his foolish quarrel with 
Scotland, he was forced to call a parliament to end a foreign in¬ 
vasion. The canny Scots had invaded the northern counties and 
demanded to be bought off; and since Charles could not drive 
them off, it was necessary to get the required indemnity from 
parliament. This parliament, known as the “Long Parliament,” 
proceeded to attack the royal policy along a wide front, 1 and after 
the king had vainly tried to arrest some of its leaders, perceiving 
the temper of the London populace, he fled to the north of England, 
and civil war began. 

We shall not dwell on the events of the “Great Rebellion.” 
The crown was loyally supported by most of the nobility, too 
royalist to take up arms against their king; but the majority of 
the active elements in the nation were ready for armed revolt. 
The parliamentary forces had also the advantage of superior re¬ 
sources, since not only was London on their side, but they could 
count on the revenues collectable at English ports; and they later 
got the timely aid of the Scots by a promise to deliver the Church 
over to Calvinism. Moreover, the rebels produced a man of 
organizing ability, Oliver Cromwell, whose “New Model Army” 
was able in the end to vanquish the king’s forces and make Charies 
a prisoner. 

But, as so often occurs in revolutions, the victors split over the 

1 Some of the Long Parliament’s legislation was of considerable importance and 
Was explicitly retained at the Restoration. The crown was precluded in unmistak¬ 
able terns from raising money without parliamentary consent. Above all, special 
courts of justice by which the crown had been able directly to intervene in the 
administration of justice or to tyrannise over the Church were formally abolished. 
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task of reconstruction. While parliament, mainly Presbyterian, Fall of the 
had committed the nation to Calvinism, Cromwell and most of monarchy 
the army leaders were Independents, and wanted toleration for 
all Protestant creeds except Anglicanism. The fact that parliament 
established the Presbyterian Church and imposed penalties for 
not conforming to it aroused their worst fears, and they, accord¬ 
ingly, resolved to act with a strong hand. The Presbyterians were 
expelled from the house of commons by force, and as a fifth of 
this body had already absented itself to fight for the king, there 
was only the so-called “Rump” left to give the new leaders con¬ 
stituent authority. Determination of the form of government 
was therefore to be the work of a minority-—and, as a matter of 
fact, largely the result of circumstances. Cromwell would fain 
have kept the monarchy, but he found after patient negotiation 
that Charles was not to be trusted, and it seemed the simplest 
solution to end it altogether. It is interesting to observe that the 
Rump declared itself as having “the supreme power in the nation” 
on the ground of “representing the people,” who were “the original 
of ail just power.” But such a claim of popular sovereignty was 
novel and premature, and it did not fit the facts, since the Rump 
was obviously not representative, and England was now really 
under a military dictatorship. There was also no legal precedent 
for convicting Charles of treason against the nation. Manifestly 
his trial and execution in January, 1649, were acts of revolution, 
whatever the moral or practical justification. 

And it was a revolutionary regime that followed. A sort of re- The Com- 
public was set up, known as the Commonwealth, but as it rested monweaUh 
on the army, of which Cromwell was still head, it was actually, as 
we have said, a military dictatorship. It hardly changed its char¬ 
acter when a constitution 1 was finally put into force, establishing 
what was known as the Protectorate with large executive powers 
vested in Cromwell as lord protector. Though he refused the title 
of king, the Protector was a sovereign in all but name, and more 
of an autocrat than the Stuarts, for he had behind him a standing 
army. Oliver was a man of strong will and a good deal of ingenuity 
in meeting problems as they arose. A certain ruthless strain in 
his character was , combined with a conviction, clearly derived 
from his Puritan background, that when he had taken a resolution, 

1 The one example, in England, of a written constitution. It came to an end, of 
course, with the regime which created it. 
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it was God’s own will; and it was in God’s name as well as in Eng¬ 
land’s that he extended his sturdy rule over the British Ides, 
But the Protectorate was doomed when Oliver died in 1658, for 
it was much too sudden an innovation to satisfy a people as fond 
of their traditions as the English, and the presence of a large army 
was liable to become a menace as well as a security. When the 
Protector’s son proved unequal to the emergency, this illegitimate 
monarchy came to an end. Very fortunately, after a period of in¬ 
tolerable anarchy, one of the army leaders, General Monk, sprang 
into the breach and secured the election of a “free parliament,” 
which proceeded to call back the house of Stuart to the throne. 
The Charles II, eldest son of the late king, assumed his duties in the 

Restoration mon ^ 0 f ]y[ a y ? The parliament which had called him (known 

as a convention parliament because it had not been summoned by 
royal writs) gave way to a second parliament after the crown had 
begun to function, and by 1661 the constitution had recovered its 
normal character. 

The Second The Restoration had been the work of no single religious group, 
ttustruggie an d many of the Presbyterians had become royalist through hatred 
of all that had happened in recent years. None the less, Presby¬ 
terianism as a political factor was doomed. The new parliament 
The spirit was overwhelmingly Anglican, and all who professed otherwise 
Restoration were P^ced under religious and political disabilities. At the out¬ 
set, however, harmony had prevailed. The Restoration was hailed 
with evident relief and even joy. Most people were still too 
staunchly royalist in the traditional sense to approve of the dic¬ 
tatorship of an upstart, and the execution of a king had profoundly 
shocked them. They had also looked upon the Protectorate as a 
species of military rule, which an Englishman instinctively dis¬ 
likes; and though the national prestige had been restored after a 
period of weak policy or isolation, Oliver’s rule, nevertheless, had 
been a heavy expense. Finally, there was a revulsion against 
Puritanism with its austere view of religion and its attempt to 
regulate morals. There was a general feeling in 1660 that an era of 
good feeling had begun. And this spirit seemed typified in the 
new king. 

Character of Charles Q, the ablest of the Stuarts, resembled in some respects 

Charles 11 ^ loaternal grandfather, Henry of Navarre. He loved his leisure 
and his vices, delighted his companions by his wit, and was quite 
too hardened a skeptic not to be aware of both his own and other 
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people's limitations—a trait that made him tolerant in disposition. 

Above all, he had the knack of measuring correctly his own posi¬ 
tion, When he tried to obtain relief for Catholics and Dissenters 
and found his parliament unwilling to grant it, he dropped the 
project for the moment, though secretly intending to gain this 
boon for Catholics in another way. Having spent fourteen years 
in exile, he did not propose to risk a return of the experience, and 
consequently he meant to avoid his father^ mistake of making 
an enemy of the house of commons. “I hope," he was reported as 
saying to a friend, “that the friends 1 have in the house will stick 
to me, and those that do I will requite them, and those that do 
otherwise I shall find time to cry quits with." A wary politician, 

Charles kept a keener eye on public affairs than his subjects re¬ 
alized, with the result that they paid rather heavily for their mis¬ 
take. 

In any case, it was difficult to avoid the basic question as to Political 
which was supreme—the crown or parliament. All the numerous ^^ ( rtonce 
privileges which parliament had managed to preserve and even to Iie8toration 
extend during the earlier Stuart period up to the time of the civil 
war were still valid, and Charles had promised before he came to 
England that to parliament should be left the religious settlement. 

On the surface it might seem that perhaps a margin of victory lay 
with the crown, since Charles had been called to the throne under 
but few positive conditions; but the moral strength of parliament, 
compared to its position under the Tudors, had certainly been 
enhanced, and it was hardly likely to forget that it had made, as 
well as unmade, a king. In fact, the struggle may be said to have 
ended in something like a draw, which means that political suprem¬ 
acy was still the issue. Politically the Restoration had achieved, 
or perhaps we may say, restored, a kind of balance between crown 
and parliament* The king could still veto legislation or dissolve 
parliament when he chose, but it was parliament that held the 
purse-strings and initiated legislation. It was practically inevitable 
that this balance would be tilted one way or the other. It is an 
interesting fact that in one of the Dutch Wars the commons in¬ 
sisted upon some accounting of the sums appropriated—a step 
in the direction of controlling the executive, The crown, however, 
enjoyed the advantage of large customs receipts, owing to the 
thriving condition of trade, while parliament's comparative good¬ 
will (ih spite of an occasional “pettish mood," as Samuel Pepys 
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expressed it) may have been due in some measure to a period of 
general prosperity, bringing among other boons, an increase in 
land values. In any case Charles found a way of getting around its 
carping niggardliness. Louis XIV was willing to pay him generous 
subsidies in the hope that he (Charles) might manage to restore 
Catholicism in England, and with the assurance of English aid in 
reducing Holland. Having no real antagonism for his cousin, and 
aware that Holland was a natural enemy on commercial grounds, 
Charles probably did not feel that he was selling his policy to a 
foreign power, though in any case he might have been willing to 
do so in order to insure, if possible, his independence of parliament. 
But it is interesting to note that many members of parliament 
itself were also in French pay, and many of Charles's ministers 
were intermittently bribed. It was an evidence of the low political 
morals of this period—to be explained, perhaps, as a feature of the 
reaction from the moral and political earnestness of Puritanism as 
well as an outgrowth of the years of wandering and exile which 
many of these young royalists had had to endure. 

Yet in contrast to the blighting of political life by sordid prac¬ 
tices, interest in public affairs did not wane but rather increased 
under the influence of a cleavage between two groups on certain 
fundamental questions. One of the king's ministers, the Earl of 
Danby, became the founder of a party which in general stood for 
persecution of Dissenters and a broad interpretation of the royal 
prerogative, even going so far as to preach the new doctrine of 
non-resistance—that is, non-resistance to a king who even ex¬ 
ceeded his prerogatives. An opposing group, whose leader was the 
Earl of Shaftesbury, patronized the Dissenters, harried the Roman 
Catholics, and was jealous of any extension of the royal preroga¬ 
tive. These two parties, known as “Tories" and “Whigs" re¬ 
spectively, were laying the foundations of the party government 
which later became so important a feature of the political life of 
England. 

But the early history of these parties was far from creditable. 
If the Tories owed their temporary dominance partly to corruption, 
the Whigs resorted to demagogic methods—capitalizing to the 
full a faked Roman Catholic plot against the King, and even going 
so far as to try to obtain the exclusion of the King's brother from 
the succession on the ground that he was a Catholic. Charles let 
them overreach themselves, even stoop to conspiracy, and then ; 
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dissolving parliament, which was at that time in the hands of the 
Whigs, he struck at them with a force that paralyzed them as a 
party. He was now in a position to consolidate his authority. In 
the last four years of his reign he met no parliament, determined 
to wait until he was sure of having one that was filled with his 
satellites, and for that period he depended in the main on Louis' 
gold. In the meantime he proceeded by questionable means to 
place the Tories in possession of all boroughs which were then 
under control of the Whigs. Since the boroughs had much to do 
with electing the house of commons, he had reason to expect that 
future parliaments would let him enjoy his leisure and hold to the 
Tory slogan of non-resistance. Had anything gone wrong, he had a 
small standing army (allowed him by his first parliament), which 
he might use to quell revolt. But there was one important safe¬ 
guard against arbitrary power. The Act of Habeas Corpus, which 
parliament had passed in 1679, made it possible for an offender 
against the laws to be assured a speedy trial instead of languishing 
in prison at the pleasure of the king. 

But whatever the impending danger to English liberties, Charles (#) Under 
died, rather suddenly, in 1685, and the test of his plans was to come Jame811 
under his crossgrained successor. James II possessed none of his 
brother's tact, and seemed to believe that he could attain his ends 
by the force of his personal will. His first parliament, packed ac¬ 
cording to the scheme which Charles had put into force, was sub¬ 
servient enough to have given a shrewd monarch a chance of 
establishing an autocracy very difficult to overthrow. But James 
was not shrewd; he was downright stupid; and he subordinated 
everything to securing reparation for his Catholic subjects, who 
were still under the old religious disabilities and had in effect 
been excluded from both parliament and public office during Ins 
predecessor's reign. Deeply religious and a fervent Catholic, 
he may perhaps have intended ultimately to make the Catholic 
faith the exclusive religion in his kingdom, and it is important to 
remember that the year of his accession was the year of the revoca¬ 
tion of the Edict of Nantes. At all events, without regard to 
existing laws, he appointed Catholics to office, and even gave them 
Church preferments. Then in 1687, in virtue of the dispensing 
power, he suspended the penal laws against both Catholics and 
Dissenters—the latter being included in order to give people the 
illusion of a policy of toleration. The danger of a sovereign over- 
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riding the laws of the land was the greater from the fact that there 
was a standing army—recently raised to 16,000 men—which 
James deliberately used to influence parliamentary elections, as 
well as to overawe London when a mob had tried to suppress some 
Catholic worshipers. 

But we know that of all issues the position of Catholics was the 
one on which the English people, as a whole, were most sensitive. 
Symptoms of disapproval should have warned him, but James 
was invariably headstrong, and evfcn mild opposition to his policy 
was ignored or browbeaten. After two years of his rule there was 
pretty general discontent. Only the thought that the two daughters 
of the King by his first wife were Protestant gave the nation any 
hope of a brighter future. 

But the hope was soon dissolved. Early in 1688 James’ Catholic 
queen bore a son and heir to the throne; and the English people 
could thus imagine an indefinite line of despotic and Catholic 
sovereigns. Hence a group of prominent nobles, convinced of the 
strength of the public outcry against James, invited William of 
Orange, who happened to be a grandson of James I as well as the 
husband of James’ daughter, Mary, to come to England and head 
an uprising against the king. It was an interesting case of a foreign 
invasion, instigated and welcomed by the people of the country 
invaded. In fact, everything went favorably for the enterprise. 
Louis, who could have prevented it, did not do so. James’ army, 
which might have been expected to resist, was so mutinous that 
he saw that it could not avail him. And James himself had neither 
the wit nor the courage to stay on his throne and appeal to his 
people. All his enemies wanted was for him to take his departure, 
and this he obligingly did. In December, 1688, he fled to France 
and the protection of his cousin, Louis XIV. As there had 
been no movement in his favor, there had been no civil war, no 
bloodshed. And yet it was all a most momentous occurrence. 
For the new king owed his position to the men who looked 
upon him as the symbol and guardian of their constitutional 
liberties; and the idea of absolute monarchy was forever shat¬ 
tered. No wonder the English have called it their “Glorious 
Revolution,” 

The chief significance of the Revolution of 1688 lay in the fact 
that it placed sovereignty definitely into the hands of parliament. 
Now, at last, the outcome of the struggle had been reached, Hie 
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new parliament 1 that met (called by an irregularly constituted 
gathering of Charles IVs parliaments) acclaimed William and 
Mary 2 as sovereigns but only after they had formally accepted a 
“ declaration of rights ” as a gage of their fidelity to the new regime. 
With some additions this statement was converted into a statute. 
By the so-called Bill of Rights (1689) all the various abuses of 
which the country had complained (suspending or dispensing with 
the laws and so on) were formally denounced,,and it was held that 
without parliamentary consent a standing army, quartered in 
England, was illegal. As an historian has well said, “The Bill of 
Rights decided in favour of the people and against the king all 
the principal questions which had been contested throughout the 
Stuart period.” An additional safeguard that the king should not 
rule without parliament was afforded by the Mutiny Act (1690), 
which made the army dependent upon legislative grant voted for 
one year’s duration, and since a small force was obviously necessary 
for colonial defense, the king could not dispense with annual meet¬ 
ings of his parliament. Later, by the Act of Settlement judges were 
made removable only upon the request of both houses—a measure 
which effectually freed the bench from royal control. The legal 
position of Catholics was unchanged by the Revolution, but Dis¬ 
senters naturally profited by the calling of a Calvinist king. By 
the Act of Toleration (1689) all Dissenters save Unitarians were 
accorded religious freedom. Catholics were not included in this 
act, but the penal laws against them were seldom rigidly enforced. 8 
The cause of religious freedom had measurably advanced, but 
only Anglicans were able to enjoy full political rights, 4 and thus 
religious equality was still to come. 

The new king was entirely faithful to the Revolution. William 
was a strong personality, cold and taciturn in his manner and never 
very popular in England, but his chief interest lay always in 

1 It was a “convention” parliament because William had not as yet the right, 
strictly speaking, to call it, and the usual forms oould not be observed. After it had 
duly offered the crown to William and Mary and the offer had been accepted, it 
declared itself a valid parliament. 

8 The accession of Mary as co-sovereign was a slight gesture of respect for the 
principle of legitimacy, and interestingly illustrates the national disinclination to 
sharp changes. 

• The last of these penal laws were repealed in 1791. 

♦The sacramental test, designed to exclude Catholics from parliament and 
public office, had the effect of excluding all conscientious Dissenters as well; but 
from 1729 annual bills of indemnity were passed by parliament, removing the 
penalties for Dissenters who declined to take communion according to the rites 
of the Church of England* The “tests” themselves were not abolished till 1826. 
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foreign affairs, 1 and in order to have as free a hand as possible in 
that sphere, he had let his subjects whittle the royal prerogative 
without demur. Much of his time at first was spent in consolidating 
his position. Scotland was brought to accept the Revolutionary 
Settlement without much difficulty, but force alone availed to 
bring Ireland around. In 1690 the Irish rose at James' call, and 
when James came over to head them, William crossed to Ireland, 
defeated his rival in the Battle of the Boyne, and speedily put 
down the rising. James could only take flight again, and though 
“ Jacobites" were numerous enough in Scotland, the chance that 
the Catholic branch of the house of Stuart would recover the 
throne became increasingly slight as time went on. In 1701 by 
the Act of Settlement the succession was declared to extend, after 
the Princess Anne, to Sophia, Electress of Hanover (a grand¬ 
daughter of James I) and her heirs, the male line of the house of 
Stuart being thus definitely excluded from the throne. That body 
which had called a legitimist king to the throne in 1660, and then, 
having deposed one, had made a new king in 1689, now regulated 
the succession. The English nation had definitely escaped a regime 
of autocracy, enlightened or otherwise. Instead, it had come to be 
ruled by an oligarchy, which, having interests that co-incided with 
those of the nation, was more likely to be consistently enlightened. 

The Rule of the Landed Aristocracy and the Rise of 
Cabinet Government 

Character of If politically the Revolution of 1688 established the supremacy of 

d^ s l uhnd parliament, socially, for that very reason, it inaugurated the rule 
of the landed aristocracy, who had long dominated both houses of 
parliament, it is true, but had now no longer to cope with a power¬ 
ful monarch. Judged from the standpoint of political morals, these 
aristocrats were rather less admirable than the members of the 
class who had figured in the early Stuart period. They were less 
narrow in their outlook, it is true, and much less bigoted—partly 
for the reason that the religious question had ceased to enjoy its 
former vogue and acidity; but they lacked that quality of stark 
sincerity, which seemed to atone for the kinks in the Puritan 
temperament, as well as for that obstinate loyalty of the men who 
had fought for their king. Perhaps because the reaction against 

* The struggle with Louis XIV occupied most of William’s reign mi that of his 
successor, Anne (1702-14). 
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Puritanism had settled deep in the national consciousness, perhaps 
because they no longer had to test their mettle in a life and death 
struggle for political rights and could now give more attention to 
selfish interests, the ruling class which came into power in 1688 
were very generally men of elastic principles, and often openly 
sordid methods. The standard of political morality had, on the 
whole, become lowered. Hence, the gradual emergence of a political 
machine, embracing parliament and government—a phenomenon 
which we shall presently discuss. But it is also true that the men 
of parliament, in coming to assume a greater responsibility, ac¬ 
quired a knowledge of the world which irtode their policy intel¬ 
ligently constructive. However seamy the political background of 
these men, many of them showed a practical statesmanship that 
goes far to explain the solid greatness of imperial Britain. But in 
1688, despite their triumph over the crown, they had, first of all, 
to consolidate their rule. 

The sovereignty of parliament implied something more than Evolution of 
the exercise of legislative power or the ability to check the power 
of the executive through the withholding of supplies. The crown bilit y 
must be held through its ministers more directly accountable to 
the house of commons. We have noticed the method of impeach¬ 
ment employed against an unpopular minister, but this was a nega¬ 
tive method of exercising influence, and did not insure the appoint¬ 
ment of ministers who really had the confidence of parliament. 

There was an interesting portent of ministerial responsibility in a 
speech of Pym, one of the leaders of the opposition to Charles I, 
when he had said that ministers should be “such as the parliament 
may have cause to confide in.” Of course, the convenience of hav¬ 
ing ministers and parliament in accord might work both ways: it 
should smooth out things for the king as well as for his commons; 
and it is noticeable that Charles II sometimes picked as his chief 
minister a prominent leader of parliament and also that he was 
apt to dismiss him if parliament withdrew its confidence. With 
the division of politics into two groups, Whigs and Tories, one of 
whom always controlled the commons, it should have been easy 
to solve this problem. But William III, who was a skillful politician 
and did not wish to alienate either of the parties, much preferred 
to pick his ministers from both. Only once did he, and only twice 
did his successor Anne, possess a ministry of one party, and the 
Tory ministry of Anne during the last years of her reign was the 
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result of personal feeling. But after the disruption of the Tories 
(the result of a conspiracy to undo the Act of Settlement in favor 
of the dethroned house of Stuart) the first Hanoverian king, 1 
George I, had no choice but to pick his ministers from the Whigs, 
since there were only a handful of Tories left in parliament, and all 
ministries down to 1762 were composed exclusively of Whigs. Yet 
with one party in full control there were almost inevitably squab¬ 
bles within its ranks and the picking of Whigs for ministers did not 
necessarily in itself mean ministerial responsibility. When in 1746 
George II attempted to form a ministry that would be personally 
agreeable to him, he found that he could not do so, for the nominees 
selected were unable to count on the backing of the house of com¬ 
mons. This case was significant evidence that ministerial responsi¬ 
bility—quite without deliberate planning—-had come into actual 
practice; and more and more it came to be accepted as a feature 
of the constitution. The notion of a prime minister, picking his 
colleagues and holding them all to a common policy, was rather 
more vague, though because of his strong leadership, Sir Robert 
Walpole was for twenty-one years (1721-42) premier in all but 
name. In general, during the period of Whig ascendancy the 
crown simply leaned on the politician who was able through a 
political machine to command a safe majority in the house of 
commons. 

Prevalence The system of choosing members of the house of commons was 
?n jSwf 1 particularly susceptible to manipulation. The size of the electorate 
life was, to begin with, very small in proportion to the entire popula¬ 

tion, for qualification rested upon landed property. Moreover, 
there had been no reapportionment of seats in accordance with 
the shifting of population, and in general both counties and bor¬ 
oughs (the two parallel electoral units) were either overrepresented 
or underrepresented. The former evil applied particularly to the 
boroughs, many of which had decayed since their early establish¬ 
ment, and many more of which had been deliberately created 
prior to the Revolution for the express purpose of furnishing sup¬ 
port to the crown. In some of the boroughs (the so-called “rotten 
boroughs”) the number of electors were so few that they were 
all-too-easily controlled by some local magnate or by the crown. 

1 The aonuehs of the houeo of Hanover were George I (1714-27), George Q 
(1727-60), George III (1760-1820), George IV (1820-30), William IV (1890-7), 
and Victoria (1887-1901). 
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In 1780 it has been estimated that a majority of the house was 
chosen by as few as 6,000 voters, and that 457 out of 658 members 
were virtually nominees of the ministry. Sir Robert Walpole was 
so far successful in controlling the nomination of members of the 
commons and also in bribing them with various honors and emolu¬ 
ments at the disposal of the crown that for twenty years his mastery 
of parliament was beyond all question. One of his lieutenants, the 
Duke of Newcastle, came to exercise a similar patronage, while 
Henry Fox, at times a colleague of Newcastle’s and later a satellite 
of George III, did most of the dirty work of “tickling the palm,” 
as he expressed it. So excellently did the system serve the Whigs 
that George III through his Tory minister, Lord North, pursued 
the same methods, and parliament was packed in the king’s interest 
during much of the period when England was fighting the Amer¬ 
ican colonies. When finally even this purchased majority fell to 
pieces and a commons was elected which opposed the King’s 
wishes, George intrigued against his ministers, and regardless of 
the principle of ministerial responsibility, gave the premiership to 
William Pitt in the face of a hostile commons. Since, however, the 
general election sustained Pitt, the principle was again applied. 
From this time on parliaments were less corrupt; and Pitt by virtue 
of his personality long enjoyed both the favor of the king on the 
one hand and that of the commons on the other. The Tories 
gained a position analogous to that of the Whigs in the early 
Hanoverian period, but they owed their long ascendancy chiefly 
to the fact that they happened to be the party which conducted 
the war with Revolutionary France, and hence the policy which 
they adopted had the approval of the nation. It is noticeable that 
for about forty years George III had played a part as king very 
different from the negative r61e of his two predecessors, but only 
onee had he deliberately pitted his strength against that of parlia¬ 
ment, and under his successors there was never any questioning 
the gradually established principle of ministerial responsibility. 

Parallel with the shifting of control from executive to legislature 
one must note the transfer of leadership from the king to one or 
more of his ministers. William III allowed no one to shape foreign 
policy but himself, and George III by virtue of his personality 
dominated some of his ministers, but the other monarehs who 
ruled England since 1688 left the initiative almost wholly in the 
hands of their ministers, Who with rare exceptions, had the back- 
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mg of parliament, and usually resigned when they ceased to have 
it. In the meantime, it was not the ministry, strictly speaking, 
that initiated policy but the cabinet—the body which more and 
more became the pivot of the government. 

From early times certain privy councilors (usually ministers 
also) who happened to command the king’s favor, had formed a 
small council, at first secret, which the king was wont to consult on 
matters he held to be of special importance. There was such a 
body (at this time, a committee of the privy council) with whom 
James I secretly discussed his plan of a Spanish marriage for the 
prince of Wales. During the reign of Charles II it seems to have 
been generally recognized that the king possessed an informal 
advisory body, and the term, “cabinet” or “cabinet council” 
came to be frequently employed. But the personnel of the group 
depended entirely upon the royal favor; its membership was not 
always known; it had no legal position as such; and it left no 
records. After the Revolution of 1688 such a body (composed, as a 
rule, of the principal ministers) came to be much more important, 
being used by William to ascertain the strength of his parlia¬ 
mentary support and sometimes to procure it. It was still pri¬ 
marily an instrument of the king, though, now that ministries 
were virtually responsible to the house of commons, it could 
easily become a means of bringing the policy of the king into 
line with parliament’s wishes. In William’s time it always met 
in his presence, and it was supposed to do the same under Anne, 
but we hear of its meeting privately without her—an indicar 
tion that it felt unanimity to be desirable before meeting her, 
and also an omen of its future independence. It was under the 
first Hanoverian king that it secured an independent position and 
became much more the mind of the legislature than that of the 
crown. George I had little interest in England and was further¬ 
more handicapped by his inability to speak English. Hence he 
ceased to attend the meetings of the cabinet, leaving to it entirely, 
the formulation of policy; and this precedent (if we except some 
occasional dictation from George III) has generally been followed 
ever since. Since it met without the king, it prepared a brief 
minute of its proceedings for his perusal. It is worth while to 
note, however, that the cabinet became so large that in the second 
half of the eighteenth century we find policy being initiated in an 
inner circle of the cabinet, of variable personnel (depending upon 
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the judgment of the cabinet's leading member), and often pop¬ 
ularly spoken of as the “conciliabulum.” In any event, the cabinet 
had long since superseded the privy council, which came to have 
little more than an honorary position; and from early in the nine¬ 
teenth century it was the cabinet (generally composed of the chief 
ministers and perhaps a few others) which prompted the resigna¬ 
tion of a ministry when it ceased to have the support of the house 
of commons, or of the public in a general election. 

It was thus through the gradual development of cabinet govern¬ 
ment that executive and legislature became merged under the 
control of the legislature, or more properly speaking, of the house 
of commons. Manifestly, the practice of impeachment had long 
since fallen into disuse as unnecessary. If the king chose his 
ministers from prominent members of parliament, especially of 
the house of commons, there was an easier method of getting rid 
of an unpopular minister: he would automatically resign under 
fire. The king's veto of legislation became also obsolete, once the 
executive policy was shaped by ministers who hold their position 
on the basis of parliamentary approval; and the last exercise of 
such legislative power by the crown was in 1706. Even the choice 
of the cabinet was actually, if not nominally, the privilege of the 
king’s leading minister, though it was not till the nineteenth 
century that the members of the government collectively resigned 
when it lost the support of the commons. 

Much progress in England has been due to the rivalry of the 
two great parties for the approval of the electorate, but through¬ 
out most of the eighteenth century either Whigs or Tories had so 
completely dominated parliament that the ardent struggles of 
earlier days were almost forgotten; and most of the legislative out¬ 
put of the period was comparatively insignificant. The greatest 
advance, in fact, was made in empire-building. After Walpole’s 
placid and prosperous rule the British nation soon drifted into 
the struggle which made it the leading colonial power of the world; 
thus the main problems were imperial, involving chiefly the rela¬ 
tions of England with her American colonies and India. There 
Was, however, a mild movement for parliamentary reform (that 
is, making for a more representative house of commons), spon¬ 
sored chiefly by William Pitt, who was George Ill's chief minister 
during most of the period from 1785 to 1806; and it was due to a 
more ardent reformer, Charles Fox, the leader of the more radical 
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Whigs, that the traffic in African slaves was eventually prohibited. 
But, as far as liberal policies in general were concerned, the French 
Revolution had acted as a deterrent, and reform was put in storage 
for a generation. Pitt himself parted completely with his earlier de¬ 
sire for parliamentary reform, and played on the prevalent fear of a 
revolutionary outbreak in England to put through some repressive 
measures, suspending the Habeas Corpus Act as well as placing 
restrictions on the press and public meetings. It was perhaps not 
unnatural that even the relatively enlightened English aristocracy 
should feel alarmed at the plight of aristocracy in France and at 
the rise of social forces which had seldom seriously disturbed the 
usual calm of English politics. Only later would the value of Eng¬ 
land’s contribution to Continental polity—the principle of minis¬ 
terial responsibility- -be fully appreciated. 

It remains to say a word of Scotland and Ireland—the two 
neighbor-lands of England, which for various reasons were needed 
to become an integral part of her kingdom. 

The Evolution of “Great Britain and Ireland” 

It was a happy accident that a king of Scotland was called to the 
throne of England, for it made much easier the fusion of the smaller 
kingdom with the larger. Memories of bitter struggles between the 
two and the interventions of France on the side of Scotland made 
it seem of great practical importance to England to acquire Scot¬ 
land. When James came to London, he desired a close union be¬ 
tween the countries, and it was with great annoyance that he dis¬ 
covered the weight of English prejudice. He could not prevail 
upon parliament to grant even freedom of trade to his Scottish 
subjects. Later, as we noticed, the Scots played an important part 
in the struggle with Charles I, but they were royalists by convic¬ 
tion, and Oliver found it necessary to enforce his rule in the bor¬ 
der kingdom. Throughout the reigns of the Restored Stuarts Scot¬ 
land returned to her normal state of factional quarrels, and it was 
not till the reign of Anne that the Scottish question was settled. 

In 1707 after long negotiation the union of England and Scot¬ 
land was effected. The Scottish parliament was abolished, and 
representation was granted to the Scottish nobles and people in 
the English parliament at Westminster. The loss of Edinburgh 
as a capital was something of a blow to the Scots, but they rejoiced 
in the continued ascendancy of the Presbyterian Church and in 
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sharing the commercial advantages of England, Devotion to their 
religion and to their pocket-books were, in short, decisive argu¬ 
ments. For England the union seemed especially urgent in view 
of foreign war and the danger that the Jacobites would gain an 
ascendancy in Scotland. The union of England and Scotland 
brought into being the so-called “ Kingdom of Great Britain.” 

Relations with Ireland were very much stormier than those with The conquest 
Scotland. The Irish, divided as they were into clans, and a prey to exp ioUation 
constant feuds, were hardly to be railed a nation, and having Ireland 
largely lost their ancient culture in the ravages of foreign invasion, 
they had fallen to a low stage of civilization. England's foothold 
in Ireland dates from the twelfth century when a settlement cen¬ 
tering in Dublin was established, called the “Pale”; and some 
time later a parliament emerged there, as in England, but only 
for the inhabitants of the Pale. Since, however, these English 
settlers had become rapidly assimilated, an effort was made under 
Henry VII to obtain a firmer grip, and by “Poyning's Law,” as 
it was called, the Irish parliament was made subordinate to the 
English government. 1 During Elizabeth's reign Spain tried to 
utilize Ireland as a basis for attacks upon England, and hence 
the Queen undertook a partial conquest of the island. The affair 
was a dark and bloody chapter of English history. The cruelties 
perpetrated on the Irish seem to the historian, Lecky, to require 
“the widest stretch of historic charity,” even allowing for the 
standards of the sixteenth century. But Ireland remained in dis¬ 
cord; the Irish resented the attempts to force them into the Angli¬ 
can Church, and conceived, as Trevelyan says, a zealous devotion 
for the Catholic faith, which they identified with passionate hatred 
for the English. In the Elizabethan conquest one may say that 
Irish nationalism was born. 

From the English standpoint the problem was still far from 
solved. Much of the land, it is true, was confiscated, and in 
James Ps time the Ulster plantation was established in the north, 
made up largely of Scottish Presbyterians. But discord and 
turbulence continued. When Cromwell had to .enforce his strange 
regime over the British Isles, he undertook the conquest of all 
Ireland by fire and sword, and left in that country a name that is 
still thought of with grim horror. Cromwell continued the ex¬ 
propriation of the natives, three quarters of the island (a contem- 

1 More definitely, to the privy council. 
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porary put it, “four-fifths”) becoming the property of English or 
Scottish landlords, while the natives sank to the position of indi¬ 
gent tenants on their estates. Still more confiscations followed 
the rising of the Irish under the ex-King James II to which we 
have already alluded. Yet it is worthy of note that the Ulster 
Dissenters, dominant as they were in Ireland, were not included 
in the benefits of the Act of Toleration, and this accounts in a 
large measure for the migrations of so many of them to foreign 
lands. 

There was, of course, no grace for the Catholic Irish. Strong in 
their position and monopolizing the Irish parliament (from which 
Catholics were excluded), the foreign settlers in Ireland proceeded 
to fasten on the natives a machinery of oppression so grinding 
that it has probably no parallel in western Europe. The penal 
laws against the Catholic religion, introduced by Elizabeth and 
since elaborated, were not very effective, for it is virtually impos¬ 
sible to destroy the faith of the majority in any land; but the edu¬ 
cational and economic disabilities later included in the code had 
the effect of degrading the natives to ignorance and poverty. A 
Scottish traveler in Ireland, Arthur Young, expressed his convic¬ 
tion that the laws were really not so much directed against Catholi¬ 
cism as “against the industry and property of whoever professes 
that religion.” How truly, indeed, was Ireland the victim of ex¬ 
ploitation is evidenced by the prohibitive tariffs established in 
England, which deprived the Irish of their market for live stock 
and ruined the thriving industries which had developed in the 
Irish towns. In the latter case it was the Protestant Irish who 
chiefly suffered. 

During much of the eighteenth century Ireland lay prone under 
the heel of the conqueror, for most of her sturdiest sons had emi¬ 
grated, many of them entering the service of the French. But 
when the French Revolution broke out, it stirred the old embers of 
unrest, and Pitt came to the conclusion that the only way to solve 
the Irish question was organic union with England. After the 
Irish parliament had been duly bribed to abolish itself, the Irish 
were granted representation in the British parliament, though as 
Catholics were still excluded from that body, the Act of Union 
was of advantage to only a small minority. At all events, in 
1800 was established the “United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Ireland.” 
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testants; Evolution and course of the struggle; Significance of the struggle. 

4. WORLD POLITICS IN UPHEAVAL 

Causes of the American Revolution; Intervention of France; Passing of 
mercantilism. 


We have observed that one of the incidents of the transition 
from the Middle Ages to the Modern Era was the widening of 
Europe’s interest to include other continents. While we are not 
interested here in the meaning which this had for a new world, the 
effect of such a movement upon European society and upon the 
interrelationship of the expanding nations must receive a little 
attention. The vision of men penetrated to new theaters of op¬ 
portunity, and the objects of their endeavors were of sufficient 
importance to produce heavy sacrifices and often acute rivalries. 

We are, in fact, entering upon the first era of world politics in 
modern history. 

Evolution of the First Era of World Politics 

The first epoch of world politics may be said to have begun in The 
1494 when Spain and Portugal signed the Treaty of Tordesillas, 
accepting the results of the papal arbitrament, which had allotted 
to Spain all discoveries west of the fiftieth meridian and to Portugal character 
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all that lay east of that line. Spain's interest lay chiefly in the 
Americas, while the Portuguese viewed as their own the coast of 
Africa from the Mediterranean around to the Red Sea, the lands 
skirting the Indian Ocean, the East Indies, and (in the Western 
Hemisphere) Brazil. Before the seventeenth century Spain had 
established military occupation in Mexico, Peru, the West Indies, 
and the Philippines, and ruled these rountries with an iron hand 
through governor generals. The Portuguese established fortified 
posts at various points in Asia and the East Indies, and governed 
their conquests in similar fashion. The closest economic ties 
paralleled the political. Spaniards and Portuguese were the sole 
purveyors of the riches of their respective colonies, and, according 
to the doctrine of the closed sea which they propounded, the ships 
of all other nations were prohibited from their waters. The eco¬ 
nomic policy thus adopted by the first imperialist powers of the 
Modern Era served to some extent as a model for other powers. 
While a monopoly of the open seas could hardly have been main¬ 
tained—even if Spanish and Portuguese sea power had been greater 
than it was—the firm linking of the colonies to the mother country 
and the control which the State exercised directly over trade were 
destined to become the basic features of the mercantile system. 

But not only was the monopoly exercised by Spain and Portugal 
impossible to maintain; even their pre-eminence as colonial powers 
was relatively short-lived. The chief cause of the decline of Spain 
was the want of enough industries to absorb the precious metals 
which had given her for a time a certain inflated prosperity. Since 
Spaniards had to go to foreign markets to satisfy most of their 
wants, the bullion which flowed into the country speedily flowed 
out again—into the pockets of their enemies, the English and the 
Dutch. Moreover, even had the Spaniards been inclined toward 
commerce, the government's restriction of the colonial trade to a 
single port, Seville, the strict regulations imposed, and the heavy 
taxes exacted from the traffic were sufficient to dwarf it from the 
outset; and such industries as existed were throttled by Philip II, 
whose fanaticism eventually drove the Moriscos to revolt (they 
were expelled under his successor), and whose wars had involved 
a constant drain on limited resources. One cannot but reach the 
conclusion that the Spanish colonial power was an impossible 
growth-—an empire erected upon quicksands. As an historian has 
well said (in contrasting it with the English) “While Spain ex- 
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ploited her colonies for the advantage of the royal treasury, 
officials, and priests, England administered her colonies for the 
advantage of the mercantile classes.” Unfortunately the mercantile 
classes were in Spain also exploited. It is also to be observed that 
the more vigorous of Spanish manhood passed into the Church or 
into the army instead of giving its life to more productive national 
pursuits. Though not, at best, a rich country, Spain sacrificed her 
chances as a great imperial power to ignorance of economic factors. 

In falling from her high estate, she dragged down Portugal with 
her, for the latter had been annexed by Philip II in 1580. Yet 
Portugal, too, was already on the decline. She was too weak a 
nation to administer successfully her immensely scattered empire; 
corruption had eaten deep into her very vitals; and when new 
competitors rose, she lacked the strength to combat them. In¬ 
evitably the arena of world politics broadened out to include other 
and more vigorous nations. 

Aside from English “buccaneers,” the Dutch were the first to 
challenge the privileged position of Spain and Portugal. As soon 
as their liberation from Spain was fairly well assured, they began 
to take advantage of the Portuguese explorations, determined to 
seek themselves the all-water route to the East. When in 1580 a 
short-sighted edict of Spain prohibited them from trading any 
longer at Lisbon, they had no other alternative than to go direct 
to the Spice Islands themselves. Moreover, now that they were no 
longer subject to Spain, and were, in fact, usually fighting her, they 
had no compunction, of course, about attacking the trade of the 
Portuguese and wresting from them several of their possessions. 

The second period of the struggle which Holland waged against 
Spain was colonial, not one of self-defense; it was an offensive war, 
fought for colonies and commerce. But the Dutch were not alone 
in this profitable prospecting. The doctrine of the free sea which 
they espoused and on which their great jurist, Grotius, wrote a 
learned disquisition, might accrue to the advantage of others. Just 
as English sailors had “ridden the Spanish main” and plundered 
Spanish galleons, so English merchants, too, began to seek the 
coveted riches of the East. The stage was being set for the appear¬ 
ance of new rivalries. 

The motives of this pushing of national interest beyond the Motives of 
portals of Europe were various—political, religious, and economic %mpenali * n 
being among the most conspicuous. The political motives were 
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hardly separable from the economic. Nations were not then 
obsessed by the passion for area which meant so much in the later 
period of world politics, but insofar as national governments 
sought opportunities of enrichment in order to support standing 
armies and thereby augment their power in Europe the inspiration 
was political. Such was certainly one of Spain’s considerations. 
Religious motives also played a certain part, though secondary no 
doubt, at the Spanish and Portuguese courts. While the Spaniards 
hoped to bring the true faith and the hope of Heaven to the 
heathen, the Portuguese sought to rescue the fabled kingdom of 
Prester John—that Christian state supposed to be submerged 
somewhere in the Moslem world—and they were ever eager to 
destroy the Mohammedans whom they encountered. Later on, the 
hope of freedom from persecution led certain elements (French and 
English), to seek an asylum across the seas; but such was not, of 
course, a factor of government policy, the Huguenots, in fact, 
seeking the refuge of the English colonies, as the colonies of their 
own country were barred to them. Beyond a doubt the predom¬ 
inant motive impelling all the imperialist powers was economic. 
It was to get direct control of the treasures of the East, particularly 
spices, that national monarchs sent exploring expeditions in all 
directions. When by the accident of discovery a new world was 
opened up, the quest of gold and silver began to take the most 
prominent place. Then, as the various resources of the newly dis¬ 
covered lands came to be more definitely known, commodities 
such as tea, coffee, sugar, tobacco, and furs, as well as raw materials 
for manufacture such as cotton and wool became the leading ob¬ 
jects of attention. The mercantile system, which we shall presently 
discuss, gave added zest to the planting of colonies. Governments 
were interested not only because the traffic contributed to the 
prosperity of their subjects but also because they saw in it new 
openings for taxation. Also those in power (as well as people in 
general) promoted the movement because it enabled them to 
gratify their taste for new or cheaper luxuries. This may be de¬ 
scribed as a social motive. In any case the opening up of new fields 
for exploitation meant an immediate expansion of trade, and gov¬ 
ernments, like individuals—and sometimes no doubt under pres¬ 
sure from individuals—are always subject to captivation by the 
lure of easy money. The risk of life involved was the affair of in¬ 
dividuals; ride of capital (such as ships fitted out by Spain) was 
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at first, in part at least, an affair of governments; but even here 
the risk was soon to be shifted more and more to those private 
agencies, the chartered companies. 

If there is one thing in particular that the English merchants imperial 
had learned, it was that in trading with distant points or relatively tion™U) the 
backward countries it was necessary to bind themselves into a companies 
company for the purpose of distributing the risk as well as for 
providing adequate means of protecting their stations and their 
ships. Such, for example, was the so-called Merchant Adventurers, 
which dated from early in the fifteenth century. It received a 
charter from the crown, conferring upon if a monopoly of trade 
within a certain area, and it kept a common fund for joint ex¬ 
penses. The idea of a monopoly was, of course, not new. Even as 
far back as the Emperor Frederick II in the twelfth century we 
find a sovereign claiming a monopoly of certain industries, and the 
efforts of the gilds (themselves a monopoly) had always been in the 
direction of engrossing the local market. 1 In the case of the Mer¬ 
chant Adventurers and other “regulated” companies (so called 
because of certain self-imposed regulations after the manner of 
the gilds), any member, while enjoying the advantages of the 
company (for which he paid by contributions to its funds) was free 
to carry on his trade as an independent merchant. Parallel, how¬ 
ever, with the regulated company, was a type which gradually 
supplanted it, known as the joint-stock company, which traded as 
a corporate body and whose members owned a part of the common 
stock and shared all profits or losses. The most famous examples 
of this type 2 were the English East India Company, founded in 
1600, the Dutch East India Company (formed by the amalgama¬ 
tion of a number of smaller companies), founded in 1602, and the 
French East India Company, founded in 1664. 

While some differences might be noted between the various 
charters which authorized these companies, nearly all had certain 
features in common. They were given a monopoly as against other 
merchants of the same country in a specified zone; they were em¬ 
powered to acquire land, establish colonies or trading posts, and 
even to make laws in such regions under their sway and punish 
offenders against those laws; and by implication at least they 

1 For the growth of monopoly practices to control the market in the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries see Gillespie, A History of Europe , 1550-1815, pp. 89-90. 

* The Dutch East India Company became a joint-stock company in 1612, the 
British East India Company in 1614. 
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might make treaties with native princes and even wage war. It is 
evident from the powers conferred upon them that they exercised 
sovereign rights in the name of the government to whose allegiance 
they belonged. It goes without saying that their vessels were 
heavily armed for self-protection, or (as was sometimes the case 
with the Dutch) supplied with warships by the government. Un¬ 
like the Spanish and Portuguese merchants, most of the chartered 
companies enjoyed very large initiative, the government merely 
retaining the right to alter their status if it chose or to tax them as 
it pleased or to requisition their vessels for naval purposes if 
necessary. Some of the Continental companies, especially the 
French, were heavily subsidized by the government, but, in gen¬ 
eral, there was little difficulty in getting capital either through the 
selling of shares (transferable and generally divisible) or by raising 
loans. Most of them, for a time, were exceedingly lucrative specula¬ 
tions. 

While for most countries the chartered company was the favorite 
method of commercial pioneering and trade with the East was 
destined to be so conducted for a long period, the role of the com¬ 
panies which had been formed to trade with the West proved less 
enduring. Whereas the countries in the East or in the tropics, 
characterized as they were by a dense population or an unhealthful 
climate, were not adapted to colonization, most of North America 
was but thinly peopled by natives and afforded abundant room for 
European settlement. As settlers in the English colonies gradually 
grew in number, they became less amenable to the control of a 
board of directors whose headquarters were in London. After 
failing in certain cases to protect the monopoly accorded the com¬ 
panies, the crown finally took the step of revoking their charters, 
altogether (the only exception being the Plymouth Company, 
whose stock was bought out by the settlers themselves), and new 
methods were devised for administering the colonies. The North 
American colonies of Great Britain were something of an adminis¬ 
trative experiment, and no uniform system of handling them was 
ever adopted. But this is, after all, rather typical of the British 
mind. 

The growing importance of the chartered company, especially 
the evolution of the newer type, the joint-stock company, was one 
of those ways by which the self-conscious nations of Europe 
adapted themselves to the tremendous opportunities presented 
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by the opening of vast new stores of wealth. Another means of 
meeting this shock of fortune was what became known as “mer¬ 
cantilism.” As an economic conception it included first of all the 
notion of national self-sufficiency, and such an idea is readily 
enough explained by the emergence of the modem state itself, con¬ 
scious of its unity, and determined to hold its own among its 
fellows. For the State to intervene to regulate industry and 
commerce oh behalf of its larger interests hud been a very early 
phenomenon, as we have noticed, and such a practice had been 
inherited from the towns. But mercantilism developed into some¬ 
thing more aggressive than this idea of economic self-defense, as 
it were. It came to mean commercial aggression deliberately 
waged at the expense of one's neighbors. We have noted already 
the keenness of the competition for the trade of the East. The 
quantities of gold and silver which flowed from the West—at first 
through Spanish hands—seemed to dazzle an age which had al¬ 
ready become used to a money economy but was as yet not wholly 
aware of the potential wealth concealed in credit. Hence it came 
to be generally believed that the accumulated stock of bullion 
was the index of a nation's wealth (the sudden greatness of Spain 
was regarded as proof of this fact), and therefore it became the 
policy of all governments to prevent all exportation of the precious 
metals 1 (an effort which quickly proved impracticable) and, above 
all, to attract as much of it as possible to their own dominions. 
This latter object was to be obtained 2 by securing what was known 
as a “favorable balance of trade.” Each nation must sell to another 
more than it bought from it, it being assumed that the balance 
would be paid in specie. Hence, while colonies and other areas of 
exploitation furnished an abundance of raw materials, skilled 
artisans were pushed to turn out the finished product, and diplo¬ 
macy did its best to widen the market for the export trade. Viewed 
in its natural historical setting, this quest of self-dependence and 
the effort to get the best of a commercial rival were a logical 
parallel to that process of political consolidation and territorial 
aggrandizement that formed the very keynote of the seventeenth 
century. And the object of all this was power. Mercantilism was 
inherent in the spirit of the age. 

1 Embargoes on money were, of course, not novel. They had been frequent in the 
Middle Ages because of the scarcity of gold and silver. 

2 A secondary method pursued by England was the plunder of the Spanish 
treasure-ships. 
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The part that colonies played in the system was of great im¬ 
portance* No longer viewed as limitless stores of gold (the mistaken 
lure of some of the earlier chartered companies), they were never¬ 
theless to supply the mother country with things that would dis¬ 
pense her from buying elsewhere (England, for example, being able 
to get naval stores from America rather than having to buy them 
any longer from the Baltic lands), and, above all, to send her the 
raw materials that were needed for manufactures. The colony was, 
of course, not to be permitted to manufacture anything that might 
compete with any of the industries of the mother country, since it 
was also to provide an outlet for manufactured goods that could 
not readily be disposed of nearer home. Thus a cardinal feature of 
mercantilism was that the resources of the colonies were exclusively 
reserved to the mother country. Metropolis and colonies were 
together to form one economic unit—the colonies practically 
closed to the rest of the world, 1 the metropolis only opened to a 
certain extent under necessity and generally difficult to reach over 
a high tariff wall. 

Besides the attainment of economic independence, partly 
through the possession of colonies, mercantilism strove for suprem¬ 
acy in commercial competition. This involved four things: the 
establishment of protective tariffs, designed not only to protect 
home industries but to discourage and sometimes even to prohibit 
the importation of foreign goods; the artificial stimulation of in¬ 
dustry by government subsidies and other privileges, such as 
monopolies; the maintenance of high standards of quality for 
manufactured goods (enforced largely through the gilds, where this 
was practicable); and the securing of commercial treaties which 
would open markets on favorable terms for industrial products. 
The goal of all this endeavor was to force the foreigner to buy more 
than he sold, the balance being generally paid in specie. It was 
by the Methuen Treaty with Portugal in 1703 that Great Britain 
secured a monopoly of the Portuguese market for her goods and 
thus obtained a steady flow of gold from the mines of Brazil. Yet 
one must observe that, as time went on, the mercantilists—es¬ 
pecially in England—gave much less weight to the purely monetary 
aspects of their doctrines. The unfavorable balance of trade which 

* England did allow her colonies to trade with foreign countries in commodities 
she did not herself need. Thus some of Newfoundland’s fish was transported to the 
Mediterranean. But the colonial policy of Spain was strictly exdusionist, and that 
of France and Holland also until well after the middle of the eighteenth century. 
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England had suffered in her relations with France was largely 
counterbalanced by the influx of Huguenot refugees who brought 
both their capital and technical skill to England’s shores; and, 
as capitalism developed, the investments possessed by one people 
in the country of another tended often to bridge the gap between 
visible exports and imports. In any case, governmental regulation 
was designed to father and foster the native industries and enable 
them to get the best of foreign competitors. 

If such were the main features of mercantilism, 1 we should note 
that there were some differences in scope or application. English 
mercantilist policy paid great attention to shipping, and the 
Navigation Acts, restricting more and more the list of commod¬ 
ities that could be imported in any but English ships, was one 
of the most rigorous applications of the mercantile system. It is 
noticeable also that in England, where the gilds were so nearly 
defunct that efforts to revive them signally failed, government 
control of industry was inevitably more direct, but, partly because 
of opposition to the Stuarts, it was only tolerably effective, whereas 
in France where the gilds formed a convenient economic unit, and 
where the crown built up large industries itself, government control 
was relatively easy. Finally we may note that Dutch tariffs were 
normally rather low—never prohibitive except when a tariff war 
happened to be raging—for the simple reason that Holland, whose 
life depended on her carrying trade, required the free flow of im¬ 
ports from all quarters. Mercantilism was not a formulated pro¬ 
gram. It had a general character and certain general objects but its 
application varied according to conditions. It may be observed that 
Prussia was in a sense the most mercantilist country of all since 
agriculture also was brought within its orbit. 

Insofar as mercantilism was something of a planned economy 
and put a nation’s prosperity above the interest of the individual 
or of a class, the concept held at bottom much that was sound. 
The business element was deemed to be selfish and to consider 
nothing else but personal profit. But such a policy of government 
control was carried to considerable lengths when Elizabeth forced 

1 The term is used here broadly as comprehending a general system of policy 
pursued by governments, susceptible, of course, to modification, as time went on. 
The mercantilist miters of the period so differed in their views that one oannot find 
in them a uniform body of doctrine. Moreover, many represented certain business 
interests and hence their sincerity is open to question. Mercantilism is therefore 
better understood by following the acts of the governing bodies of this period. 
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her subjects to eat fish on certain days in order to promote the 
fishing industry and when James I tried to compel his people to 
wear only clothes made from English fabrics. Acts for regulating 
consumption, reminiscent of the sumptuary edicts of the Middle 
Ages, became more and more unpopular, and the better alterna¬ 
tive of achieving the same end by controlled and protected produc¬ 
tion proved much more efficacious, since the consumer had then 
to take what he could get. But whatever its practical features, 
mercantilism, as it was applied, often defeated its own ends. Raw 
materials from abroad were sometimes thoughtlessly debarred 
when certain industries needed them. The English Navigation 
Acts often prevented the native shipper from getting the cargoes 
he needed, and he pointed sometimes with envy to the more liberal 
policy of the Dutch. Mercantilism also took too little account of 
the fact that trade itself was broadly international and that hence 
an unfavorable balance with one country might be more than made 
up by a favorable balance with another. Not only did this truth 
come to be realized in course of time but also the fact that pro¬ 
hibiting imports from a country had the effect of discouraging 
that country from buying the stuff that produced exports—a 
policy which thus reacted upon the prohibiter. Moreover, the 
system led too frequently to commercial warfare, which, in turn, 
led sometimes to actual war. When James I, in the interest of the 
dyers, forbade the exportation of English cloth until it had first 
been dyed and finished, the Dutch closed their ports to English 
cloths of all sorts, and England was finally forced to recede, though 
not until after both countries had suffered. In France under Col¬ 
bert’s guidance British goods were almost debarred, so high were 
his tariffs; and during most of the eighteenth century England 
similarly treated France 1 —acts which certainly contributed in a 
measure to embitter relations. Louis XIV’s war with Holland was 
partly, as we have noted, the result of Colbert’s tariffs. It is also 
fairly evident that industry when fathered so much by a govern¬ 
ment (as in France) came to feel a spirit of dependence that in¬ 
evitably discouraged enterprise. And finally—what Colbert, the 
prince of mercantilists, did not realize—industries as narrowed 
as the gild system required could not turn out the volume of goods 
that capitalism was able more and more to render possible. 

The joint stock company and the evolution of mercantilism 

1 Smuggling, of course, flourished on both sides. 
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were among the immediate results of the new imperialism, but 
both (to the extent they were applied) turned out to be transitory 
phenomena and may be regarded as experiments of national policy. 
The accumulation of wealth which came to Europe was something 
of more durable significance. The customs dues in England in 
1660 amounted to £400,000 as against £36,000 in 1603, and a very 
large proportion of this growth must be accounted for by the 
over-sea trade. The finding of new commodities in distant lands 
was paralleled by the opening of new markets for Europe’s manu¬ 
factures. Moreover the rise of prices and the lowering of interest 
rates, both due to the increase of money in circulation, had a stim¬ 
ulating effect upon business. New avenues of investment were 
opened up, and many an emigrant to the new world made his for¬ 
tune as a planter and then returned to his native home to enjoy 
its fruits. The French had profited less than the English and Dutch, 
for though a uniform coinage had finally been adopted, internal 
trade was still distracted by tolls, and people in France preferred 
to invest their savings in government bonds (rentes) than in pro¬ 
ductive business enterprises. Yet there is no doubt that France 
prospered, as the growth of her foreign trade distinctly showed. 

But the most solid economic result of the new imperialism was 
the impetus given to capitalism in the economic life of Europe. 
No doubt the great influx of gold and silver from America, more 
than trebling the world’s supply, had much to do with this. There 
was now more money in circulation and consequently more per¬ 
sons anxious to put it to profitable use. Hence the increased im¬ 
portance of banking, already made so profitable by the Fuggers, 
who, as soon as Spain had opened up the treasures of the new 
world, gained a direct share in the traffic in return for a generous 
loan to the Spanish crown. Even more striking as an example of a 
credit institution was the bourse or stock exchange of Antwerp 
where large stores of capital were accumulated and loaned out. 
The universal employment of standing armies, a conspicuous 
feature of the modern state, greatly encouraged the development 
of a money market from which loans could be readily obtained. 
When Antwerp declined, as a result of the Religious Wars, the 
center of the financial world shifted to Amsterdam, the Dutch 
having become the greatest capitalists of Europe by the end of 
the seventeenth century. In 1608 the Bank of Amsterdam had 
been founded—not only a place where money could be deposited 
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and a clearing house of exchange (issuing drafts for sums of money 
sent from one country to another) but also a reservoir of capital 
which might be invested in profitable undertakings, such as one 
of the chartered companies. Banking was becoming more and 
more a corporate, less and less an individual or family affair. In 
1694 the Bank of England had been founded, the original purpose 
of which was to issue paper money on the strength of the govern¬ 
ment’s credit. Thanks also to increase of capital, interest rates 
were lowered and it is an evidence of the greater volume of business 
that prices became more stable, and less the result of bargain, as 
had been usual in pre-capitalistic Europe. The usual form of 
capitalistic organization was the “firm,” whose personnel was 
variable and which possessed a legal status with collective obliga¬ 
tions for all its debts. Joint-stock companies, though not numerous 
(at least before the end of the eighteenth century), were to be 
found not only in commerce but in industry as well. Due to a 
speculative mania in the early eighteenth century, this form of 
business organization (made possible by the practice of a more 
systematic accounting) came somewhat into disfavor for a time, 
but the very fact of this wild speculation showed the progress 
which capitalism had made. 

Indeed, capitalism was making itself felt in all spheres of eco¬ 
nomic activity. Since the great commercial companies required a 
greater quantity of manufactured goods than industry organized 
under the gild system was able to produce, it became more and 
more customary for the capitalist to hand the raw material di¬ 
rectly to a number of persons working in their homes (hence the 
term, the “domestic system”), who then turned it into the finished 
product. In France the government itself promoted capitalistic 
enterprises, some of the kings offering exemptions from taxation 
to persons who would promote large-scale production (la grande 
industrie), and the nobles were not only permitted but (actually) 
encouraged to lend their capital in such directions. Thus many, 
of the leading magnates patronized mining or manufacturing; and 
there were some cases, indeed, where the government itself went 
into business. 1 On the whole capitalism in France had a slower 
development than in either England or Holland partly because 

1 For example Richelieu founded the royal printing press, and under Louis XIV 
the Gobelins tapestries became a government establishment. In Prussia and Russia 
there were also royal industries. 
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of the very fact that it was government-driven and less sponta¬ 
neous and partly because, as we have said, the French investor pre¬ 
ferred less venturesome forms of investment, such as an adminis¬ 
trative post or government bonds. Yet a good deal of capital went 
into the purchase and development of landed estates, for, apart 
from the social motive, the greater profusion of money had led, 
in general, to the transformation of payments in kind owed by the 
peasant into what was equivalent to rent--a fact which tended to 
make agriculture an attractive field of investment. In England, 
as far back as the sixteenth century, much of the common land 
had been “enclosed”—that is, fenced in for grazing purposes, 
since sheep-raising had proved more profitable than farming, In 
the eighteenth century, however, agriculture revived through the 
use of capital, and another period of “enclosures” was the result. 

For a time, it may be added that while the volume of wealth had 
been greatly increased, it had also become more concentrated. 

It was the wealthy middle class that provided the luxuries of 
civilization, and thus made possible their enjoyment by kings 
and courts—not to mention, the wealthy aristocrat who made his 
annual pilgrimage to the capital for the “season.” 

The new imperialism, in fact, promoted many social changes. (0) Social 
The middle class were enriched, as never before, and veritable 
captains of industry, already noticeable in the sixteenth century, 
steadily multiplied. It is to be noted that an increasing number 
became ennobled. In England the buying of marks of heraldry 
became an increasing practice, and in France under Louis XIV 
as many as five hundred patents of nobility were purchased from 
the crown, while others were conferred through the buying of feu¬ 
dal estates. Perhaps it was the infusion of this new element into 
the French aristocracy that partly explains the decline of feudal 
enmity to the crown. And even the old aristocracy had not proved 
entirely immune against the pervading influence of capitalism. 

In England the survival of this class (destined to be extirpated in 
France) may have been due not only to its enjoyment of political 
functions but to the fact that “during the sixteenth and seven¬ 
teenth centuries it was rapidly becoming an aristocracy of wealth, ” l 

1 The American economist, Professor J. U. Nef, here quoted, has ascertained 
that a great many of this class were financially interested in the coal industry, and 
thinks that that helped to break down the old prejudice against having anything 
to do with business. His interesting discussion may be read in The Rise of the British 
Coal Industry, vol. in, part 4, chap, ill 
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and certainly this was more true in the eighteenth century when 
investment in over-sea trade had already made many fortunes. 
The nobleman’s contempt for trade had at least no bearing on the 
use which he made of his capital. The money power had definitely 
invaded society, and courts were not the only centers of prodigal 
display. That the middle class itself attained a higher cultural 
level may perhaps be doubted. The plutocrats of Holland, per¬ 
haps because it flattered their sense of importance, did much for 
art and letters, but in England, if we are to believe the British 
historian of the middle class, this element showed lamentably 
little interest in such pursuits and preferred a country estate or a 
public career. The retired merchant became a baronet and hunted 
fox or game like the class whose ways he emulated. 

At all events, the middle class grew noticeably in importance— 
a fact that we must remember when we come to discuss the origins 
of the French and Industrial Revolutions. The classes that profited 
least were the peasants who at times were exploited more than they 
had been of old, and the industrial proletariat, whose wages had 
not kept pace with the cost of living and who had no means of 
bettering their condition. Generally speaking, among the masses 
the standard of Living was but little improved by these events, 
but for those who could afford the good things of life the mate¬ 
rial benefits accruing from this economic boom were without prece¬ 
dent in history. Coaches and carriages had come into use; win¬ 
dows were now glassed; knives, spoons, and forks made eating 
more agreeable; clocks and watches were fairly common; the diet 
was extended to include tea, coffee, and cocoa, not to mention gin 
and rum; sugar vied with spices for flavoring, while spices them¬ 
selves had become cheaper and were no longer the monopoly of the 
very rich; and though certain tropical fruits could hardly survive 
the over-sea voyage, lemons and oranges came in profusion, and 
even some new vegetables, like the potato and the tomato. The 
pleasant pastime of smoking was also a direct result of the contact 
with the new world, though tobacco in the form of snuff was more 
usual in upper circles until the end of the eighteenth century. 
Many of the new conveniences, such as watches, pitchers, needles, 
and wire, were a product of that spirit of invention which, like the 
explorations, had been an important aspect of the Renaissance; 
and it is interesting to note the appearance of the umbrella—a 
welcome adaptation of the oriental parasol. The finest canes 
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were made of wood which also came from the Far East, and the 
substitution of the walking-stick for the* sword as part of the ac¬ 
couterment of the gentleman is an interesting illustration of the 
passing of the feudal influence in society. Dress was naturally 
much affected by the growth of manufactures and the cheapening 
of its output. Silk and velvet and (to some extent) wool were giv¬ 
ing place to cotton and linen, and even among the masses the 
wearing of underclothing, as well as the use of bedding, became 
fairly general. Also noticeable was the greater variety of house¬ 
hold effects, such as upholstered furniture and wall-paper (the 
latter, of Chinese origin). Such were but a few of the tangible 
effects upon society of this broadening of man's horizon. 

The political results of the new imperialism were the founding (s) Political 
of colonial empires and the emergence of what we have called 
“world politics." Quarrels between different nations, ordinarily 
over exclusively European stakes, were little by little extending 
their scope to include a wider field. The fact that the transition was 
rather gradual may be ascribed partly to the tenacity of the old 
orientation, partly to the delegation of political responsibility to 
private companies, and partly to the vastness of the undeveloped 
area and the feeble resistance of those pioneer world powers, Spain 
and Portugal. For nearly two centuries after the great explorations 
the vultures which fed upon the carcasses of the Spanish and Por¬ 
tuguese empires found enough to keep them preoccupied without 
becoming seriously involved with one another. Yet such clashes 
as occasionally occurred were premonitions of the more acute 
rivalry to come, and showed the continuity of world politics. In 
the East, where the spoils of Portugal were an object of contention 
between English and Dutch, the English became firmly established 
in India, but they were pushed out of the East Indies by their 
rivals, who stained their record by the “massacre of Amboyna." 

The rdle of the Dutch in the seventeenth century was of such 
transcendent importance as to deserve some special attention. 

The Maritime Ascendancy of Holland and Its Collapse 

The maritime ascendancy which the Dutch enjoyed in the first Founda- 
half of the seventeenth century affords an example of what a 
shrewd and energetic people can accomplish when confronted £^^ 0 ^ 
with a marvelous opportunity. Even before the great explorations 
and the launching of imperialism the Dutch had shown them- 
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selves the most enterprising people in all Europe. Living in a 
country largely reclaimed from the sea by dikes and pumps and 
having little room to expand, they had small incentive to develop 
agriculture (though they raised enough food for their own needs) 
and gave their chief attention to fishing and trading. One has only 
to recall that they supplied a goodly portion of Catholic Europe 
with fish, that they became the chief purveyors of the spices 
brought by the Portuguese to Europe, and that they had gradually 
wrested from the Hanse towns the commercial supremacy of the 
Baltic. They had almost a monopoly of the transport trade of 
Europe, for their freight charges were lower than those of any 
competitor. When the circumstances we have noted sent them 
direct to the East, they were qualified to become the heirs to 
Portugal's fortune. In seamanship, commercial experience, and 
business capacity, as well as in the size of their merchant marine 
and the quality of their navy they easily outclassed all rivals, 
England under James I was hesitant and vacillating and under 
Charles I was drawn into the maelstrom of civil war. France, the 
other possible competitor, was still seeking natural frontiers or 
absorbed in the final struggles between the nobility and the crown. 
At the time when Fortune offered men her greatest store of oppor¬ 
tunity and in an age when competition always held the germs of 
war it was assuredly for the Dutch a second stroke of luck that 
their powerful neighbors were still but half awake to the situation. 

, We have already indicated that the Dutch appropriated the 
East Indies and by so doing got a monopoly of the spice trade. 
Since some of the islands, notably Java, were also rich in coffee, 
they had a most lucrative trade in that commodity as well. While 
they made no special effort to establish themselves in India, they 
got a foothold on the rich island of Ceylon, and were the only ones 
to set up a station in Japan. Moreover, the ease with which they 
acquired their tropical possessions, in short, the cheapness of their 
conquests, gave them a distinct advantage. They had only savages 
to subdue, and, as a rule, there was no need to establish settle¬ 
ments. Only in New Amsterdam, where it was necessary to keep 
open the route of the Hudson for the traffic in furs did the Dutch 
deliberately colonize what they had taken, and the fact that some 
of their number did settle at the Cape of Good Hope was rather an 
accident than the result of deliberate policy; the Cape, like Ceylon, 
served as a coaling station, and was originally acquired for that 
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purpose. For a considerable period there was no empire so intel¬ 
ligently administered as Holland’s, no companies so well organized 
as hers or which received such wholehearted national backing. 
The companies were required to report each year to the national 
assembly, the estates general, and its books were open to govern¬ 
ment inspection; and while it is true that only a limited number 
of persons were directly involved, nevertheless these companies— 
and especially the East India Company—represented a large share 
of the accumulated capital of the nation. Since, moreover, the 
trade with the East was the most lucrative trade in the world, one 
may easily account for the rise of stupendous fortunes. 

Yet it would be a mistake in studying the maritime ascendancy 
of the Dutch to place undue emphasis on the East Indian trade. 
Most of the coastal trade of Europe was in their hands—which, of 
course, meant most of the sea-borne freight. Moreover their trade 
in the North and Baltic Seas is believed to have represented a 
greater number of ships and more volume than all the rest of their 
commerce put together. While it is true that the tribute which 
Denmark levied on merchantmen entering the Baltic had led the 
Dutch to open a way into Russia from the north, they were shrewd 
enough to give their support to Denmark against Sweden and 
thereby secured a reduction of these tolls. Though it was sec¬ 
ondary to fishing and maritime trade, Holland was active also in 
manufacturing. Her cloth and linen industries were flourishing 
institutions, and in printing and book-making she left all compet¬ 
itors far behind. Her damp soil was also well adapted to market 
gardening, and the raising of choice plants became a hobby of the 
wealthy. Finally, we may recall that Holland was during her 
heyday the banking center of Europe, and capital became so 
plentiful that in no country was the interest so low—often five or 
four per cent. It would be a mistake to assume that everyone was 
wealthy—there were poor workmen in the factories and poor 
peasants who barely made a living—but there was less poverty 
in proportion to the population then in any other land and more 
governmental agencies for public welfare. 

The " golden The r61e of Venice in the Middle Ages has shown that where 

Holland there is great wealth there is also splendor, and during her halcyon 
days Holland’s position as a center of culture was quite unrivaled. 
It was characteristic of a practical people that religious freedom 
should be allowed. Though only Calvinists could hold public 
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office (and the real political plums were a monopoly of the few), 
the Dutch took their Calvinism lightly, many of them being 
actually free-thinkers; and for practical purposes it behooved them 
to welcome refugees from other lands. Thus certain great philos¬ 
ophers pursued their studies unhindered in Holland, and it was 
from a Dutch printing-press that the most famous work of the 
great radical, Rousseau, saw the light. Naturally, the Dutch 
themselves provided writers, one of whom, Hugo Grolius, was 
undoubtedly one of the nnst learned men of his day. Rembrandt 
was merely one of the many geniuses who honored the Dutch 
school of art and whose paintings adorned the comfortable homes 
of opulent burghers. Many of them travelers in distant lands, the 
Dutch were the most enlightened and probably the most interesting 
people of this age. Their period of prosperity was in great degree a 
tribute to their intelligence. But the clouds were not far distant. 

With all the ability of the Dutch they could not in the nature Causes of 
of things perpetuate their good fortune. In the first place, their collap8e 
government was weak and unable readily to meet a national 
emergency. The Republic of the United Provinces, as it was called, 
was a loose federation of seven sovereign states. For common 
affairs there was an estates general, composed of delegates from 
each of these provinces, who were bound by instructions and whose 
transactions were therefore subject to intolerable delays. There 
was also an executive body, the council of state, likewise representa¬ 
tive, but it was quite overshadowed by the estates general, which 
had the direction of foreign affairs and even military and naval 
matters. Yet on all important questions unanimity was required— 
a condition which made it possible for any province to prevent 
action. Such elements of unity as existed in this land lay, rather, 
outside the constitution. Each province had a stadhouder or 
chief executive, and it was customary for the leading member of 
the house of Orange to be chosen by most of the provinces, though 
after the abortive effort of one of the family to turn his position 
into that of an hereditary monarch of the whole state the office was 
abolished in five of the provinces, and the Orange party for a while 
suffered eclipse. A more effective element of unity was the pre¬ 
dominance of the middle class whose interests centered in Holland, 
a province so far surpassing the others in wealth and population 
that its name was commonly given to the nation as a whole. Yet 
here again we discern an element of weakness. The very wealth of 
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these prosperous burghers had an enervating effect; becoming a 
leisure class, they were all too easily lulled to a false security. 
Moreover, the privileged position of this narrow plutocracy, which 
monopolized most of the offices, excited jealousy among those 
whose wealth was unequal to buying favors; while the partisans 
of the house of Orange, who represented monarchical as against 
republican principles, had the natural temptation to take every 
advantage of a national crisis in order to undermine the rule of the 
merchant princes. 

And secondly—and what is more important—Holland was too 
small a country to defend itself against great powers like England 
and France, should they ever care to challenge her position or 
threaten her independence. It was only a question of time when 
envy and dislike of this fortunate nation would bring on that test 
of strength to which the Dutch were intrinsically unequal. The 
first to strike them a blow were the English. 

When the Stuart regime gave way temporarily to the Common¬ 
wealth, England in the person of Oliver Cromwell resumed a policy 
Collapse more in keeping with the national interest. Impressed by the 
ascmfancy dominance which the Dutch enjoyed in shipping (even most of 
England’s sugar trade with the West Indies was carried in Dutch 
ships), the English parliament passed the famous Navigation Act 
of 1651, which forbade the importation of foreign goods into 
English ports except in English vessels or in those of the countries 
which had produced the goods. The act was obviously aimed at 
the Dutch. While it is too much to say that it dealt their carrying 
trade a mortal blow, their activities were certainly limited to a 
marked degree. Naturally they were thrown into consternation, 
for thousands of their ships were compelled to lie idle, and acute 
economic depression at once set in. Negotiations between the 
countries seemed only to envenom the English government, which 
set out to enforce its claim to the sovereignty of neighboring seas 
(which it designated as “English waters”) by insisting that every 
Dutch captain lower his flag and fire a salute on meeting an English 
ship. The seizure of Dutch ships to search for contraband proved 
the last straw, and a collision between the navies soon followed* 
This proved to be the first of three wars between the two nations 
growing out of commercial interests. While the Dutch put up a 
gallant resistance and sometimes worsted their adversaries, they 
came out, in general, the losers; and, besides the compulsion to 
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cede New Amsterdam, they were greatly exhausted by the loss 
of trade occasioned by the struggle. In fact, considering that their 
vessels normally dotted the seas, Dutch trade was particularly 
vulnerable, and England had little to lose and everything to gain 
by such a struggle. In the third war—-the second to be fought 
under the Stuart restoration—Holland was forced to face not only 
England but France of Louis XIV. We have elsewhere 1 dealt with 
this war, and observed what a close call she liad. We need only 
mention here that Colbert, like Cromwell, had been anxious to 
free his country from commercial dependence on the Dutch, and 
regardless of the fact that the French merchant marine was in¬ 
adequate to provide the necessary facilities to French trade, the 
Dutch had been excluded from all trade with the French West 
Indies, and mercantilism was thus given a conspicuous demonstra¬ 
tion. 

It was long before Holland recovered from these catastrophic 
events, and her former commercial ascendancy was never re¬ 
gained. During the eighteenth century her decline was in propor¬ 
tion to England’s gain, and Frederick the Great put it pithily when 
he said that she was a little boat in the wake of a great ship. Indeed, 
the old quality of putting up a fight against great odds had seem¬ 
ingly been crushed under the blessings she had long enjoyed; and 
now the national fiber was sapped by internal jealousies and 
political corruption, as well as by reckless speculation—often the 
desperate recourse of the weak. London succeeded Amsterdam 
as the financial capital of the world, and when the Bank of Amster¬ 
dam, that former symbol of honest credit, collapsed with the ruin 
of the East India Company, the Dutch may be said to have drunk 
their cup of bitterness to its dregs. Even as imperialists they had 
not been above reproach, for they had shown too great a disposi¬ 
tion to make their fortunes quickly, and the destruction of the 
spice trees in the East Indies had not only alienated the natives 
but seriously impaired the value of these colonies. Yet Holland 
had not given up her eminence without a struggle, and if she had 
not, in defeat, shown sufficient dignity or vigor, it yet remains 
true that the chief cause of her downfall was the inexorable fact 
that in politics as in other things the victory is to the strong. 

The elimination of Holland brought the French and English 
face to face. 


Decline of 
Holland 
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The Anglo-French Struggle—The Triumph of British 
Imperialism 

Origins of The general explanation of the Anglo-French struggle for 

the struggle co j on j a j SU p re macy is to be found in the value of the lands opened 
by exploration and the readiness with which men will fight for 
lucre unless properly restrained. Pei haps the most interesting 
fact in the evolution of the struggle is that the inception came much 
more from companies and colonies than from the home govern¬ 
ments themselves. The very logic which had underlain the char¬ 
tered company was that it took from the mother country the major 
responsibility in empire-building. Whether it made war or not 
in pursuit of its ends was, generally speaking, its own affair, and 
there were occasions—for example, the Anglo-Dutch struggles in 
the Far East and the Anglo-French fighting in Canada during 
the Thirty Years’ War—when the home governments studiously 
avoided being embroiled. Yet if such conflicts became chronic or 
seriously acute, it would be difficult for the mother countries to 
stand aloof. The fact that some English had been murdered by 
the Dutch on the Island of Amboyna had been one of the con- 
tributive causes of the feud between England and Holland. Per¬ 
haps, indeed, the companies would find such problems more than 
they could handle—a circumstance that would tend to throw 
responsibility back to its original source. It is obvious that the 
stakes were too great to be appropriated by any power without 
a struggle, and neither France nor Great Britain was prepared to 
yield primacy to the other. Then, apart from the underlying causes 
of conflict, there was, of course, the fact that boundary lines 
between their respective empires had never been clearly deter¬ 
mined. Did possession depend on exploration or settlement? What 
was the meaning of this or that treaty stipulation, when precise 
geographical knowledge was really not at hand? In the case of 
India—by what right did such and such a potentate make a con¬ 
cession instead of some rival claimant to the throne? Such, how¬ 
ever, were rather pretexts for war than causes. In an age when 
mercantilism was basic of all commercial policy and colonies con¬ 
sidered as reservoirs of wealth, such a thing as peaceful competition 
or a colonial “equilibrium” was almost beyond conception. More¬ 
over, in the case of the English and French we have the example of 
two people who had always felt mutually alien if not hostile, and 
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during the reign of Louis XIV had been twice at war with each 
other. 

Looking forward apace to the struggle, it was to be fought in Theaters of 
three arenas: North America, the West Indies, and India. In North ihe 8truaole 
America the French had explored the Mississippi country, the 
basin of the Great Lakes, and the St. Lawrence valley, and had 
established themselves on Newfoundland and Nova Scotia, as 
well as at New Orleans, near the mouth of the Mississippi. The 
fur trade with the Indians was the chief lure in Canada, and the 
Atlantic fisheries formed the attraction to Newfoundland and 
Nova Scotia. The English colonists also had a taste of the fur 
trade, especially after the acquisition of New Amsterdam—which 
linked, by the way, the northern group of colonies with the south¬ 
ern; they were also tempted to cross the Alleghenies, a natural 
barrier between the rival zones, but in so doing they deliberately 
encroached on a sphere that France already looked upon as hers. 

On the whole, we may judge that the English were the aggressors, 
though it could be urged that a few isolated forts and trading posts 
were hardly a reasonable basis for the French claim over half a 
continent. In the Caribbean area the English possessed the great¬ 
est number of islands, including the Bahamas, the Barbados, the 
Leewards, and Jamaica; but the French islands, Martinique, 
Guadaloupe, and San Domingo were incomparably the richer, 
chiefly because of their sugar. Both people traded in African slaves, 
since both needed them for labor in their semi-tropical colonies. 

While this demonstrates that the commercial and to some extent 
the industrial economy of Europe was based largely upon slave 
labor, the moral obloquy of this practice must not be overempha¬ 
sized. These negroes were often already slaves in Africa where the 
traffic had long been flourishing, and since it was an age when most 
peasants in Europe were serfs and little distinguishable in their 
status from slaves, it cannot be thought strange that the conscience 
of the seventeenth century was not shocked by such a traffic. 

The chief theater of the struggle was, of course, to be India. 

Here, unlike the Western Hemisphere, was a fairly dense popula¬ 
tion, certain elements of which possessed a civilization from which 
the West had something to learn. Politically India was until early 
in the eighteenth century under a single rule, the Mogul dynasty, 
but this rule was never consolidated, and with the collapse of the 
central power, the formerly subject princes became independent 
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sovereigns. This condition of decay and disruption laid India 
readily open to European encroachment. It also rendered the 
Indian problem peculiarly complex, for it gave rival trading com¬ 
panies the opportunity to back different princes or—as was 
frequently the case—pretenders to the thrones of certain princes. 
Of the enormous value of India there was no question. While it is 
true that the development of the silk industry in Europe had 
somewhat reduced the demand for Indian silks, it was still the 
source of the choicest fabrics as well as gems, perfumes, pepper, 
and many articles of oriental art. Especially valuable to industrial 
countries was the raw cotton which was easily grown there. Its 
pepper was all the more prized by the English since the other 
spices had become a monopoly of the Dutch—though when sugar 
came to be imported, the spice trade faced a competitor which 
somewhat diminished its former pre-eminence. One of the problems 
of the English trade with India was to find the precious metals to 
pay for her produce—for, such, in general, was all that the natives 
were willing to take; and it was on this ground largely that the 
traffic in slaves, paid for by the Spaniards in gold, was to England 
of such transcendent importance. It was the English, more than 
the Dutch, that had shattered the position of Portugal in India, 
where she was finally reduced to a few precarious footholds (though 
still the only power which possessed a station in China). Gaining 
the favor of the mogul, the English had established their first 
emporium at Surat in 1612 (for which they paid an annual sum), 
but later they moved their western mart to Bombay, which 
they acquired from Portugal in 1661. On the eastern side 
they established themselves at points near the modem towns 
of Madras and Calcutta, and these establishments, being forti¬ 
fied, were a step toward the future conquest of the peninsula. 
While the Dutch, after some efforts at penetration, had come to 
confine themselves to Ceylon and the East Indies, the French 
under Colbert’s leadership became the strongest competitor in the 
field. Undaunted by the failure of three earlier Indian companies 
(Richelieu’s had foundered, so to speak, on Madagascar), Colbert 
founded a new company in 1664, which dealt directly with the 
mogul, and established its headquarters at Pondicherry on the 
east coast. Later other “factories,” as trading posts were called, 
were established at various points. On the whole, however, in spit© 
of the cleverness of the French governors, the trade with India 
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did not prosper, and the company was bankrupt by the close of the 
seventeenth century. Had not the government intervened, and 
reorganized it in 1723, the French would most likely have dropped 
out of India. As it was, the lease of life which they renewed 
prepared them to meet their rivals on more than equal terms, 
and the contest for India was destined to be the most dramatic 
chapter of the Anglo-French duel. 

In forecasting this struggle between Fraitcc and Great Britain 
for colonial supremacy it may be well to compare their capacity 
as world powers; for the result of such a scrutiny may explain the 
ultimate outcome. 

In the first place, Great Britain was better able to give concen¬ 
trated attention to colonial development. Being an island and 
having no need to seek better frontiers or to defend what she had— 
except by naval superiority in the Channel—she did not have to 
carry the burden of Continental struggles (her subsidies and a 
small army being a relatively slight investment), and her policy 
could, accordingly be directed outside of Europe. It was the Con¬ 
tinental distraction which had kept France from taking an active 
part in the explorations—though this fact, it may be remembered, 
was rather due to the ineptitude of the Valois kings than to any 
practical element in their policy of aggrandizement. Under the 
first two Bourbon kings France showed a real desire to carve out 
an empire and actually inaugurated such a movement, but the 
need of making herself defensible in Europe naturally forbade any 
great activity in colonization, and hence it was not till the time 
of Louis XIV and Colbert that a real foundation was laid for 
French power across the seas. Yet the impetus was not maintained, 
for Louis’ later wars and the subsidies paid to his allies (not to men¬ 
tion an expensive court) so completely absorbed her resources 
that the colonies received but scant attention. 

In the second place, the English people were much more in¬ 
terested than the French in over-sea commerce and colonization. 
Probably part of this explanation is temperamental—a factor 
attributable partly to geography and partly to history. The Eng¬ 
lish, an island people, were more naturally drawn to the sea for 
their livelihood; they were thus quick to avail themselves of new 
opportunities offered (we have but to remember how they eked 
profit out of the long feud with Spain), and, taking them as a 
whole, they were probably more adventurous than the French. 


Comparison 
of the 
contestants 
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Besides, manufacturing, which is essentially calculated to profit 
from imperialism, had an early start in England, and her mer¬ 
chants were always looking for new openings; France, on the other 
hand, was more essentially agricultural. Satisfied in the long run 
with smaller returns, the French peasant was hard to transplant; 
while the French merchant preferred less risky enterprises nearer 
home. Whereas the younger scions of the English nobility, having 
no hope of inheriting anything, were only too glad to try their for¬ 
tunes across the seas, this class in France—until special enact¬ 
ments of Louis XIV—was excluded by tradition from having any¬ 
thing to do with commerce. Many of the landed aristocracy in 
England were directly interested in commercial enterprises, where¬ 
as in France, where every noble inherited some land, it practi¬ 
cally limited its interest to agriculture, plus, sometimes, a royal 
pension. Thus English colonial policy was spontaneous; that of 
France was, generally speaking, artificial—prompted and stimu¬ 
lated by a government which had to bribe and almost dragoon its 
subjects into participation. Due chiefly to differences in tempera¬ 
ment and environment, this difference in spirit may also be ex¬ 
plained by the contrast in the character of the two governments. 
After getting rid of autocratic rule in the Revolution of 1688 and 
developing cabinet government during the Hanoverian period 
the English aristocracy, which controlled parliament and govern¬ 
ment, was able to secure the support of commercial enterprises 
which their own interest dictated. The French, on the other 
hand, had never ceased to be morally subjected to a paternalism 
(even to some extent to the deadening influence of the gilds), and 
economic initiative was therefore rather discouraged and bound 
to be a slower growth. Imperialism was never a national issue 
with the French as with the English. 

Since imperialism had much less interest for the French, it was 
difficult to attract them to the colonies. Louis XIV, as will be 
remembered, debarred Huguenots from his colonies, whereas Eng¬ 
land, in spite of official intolerance at home, allowed dissenters, 
whether Catholic or Protestant, to find asylums in America. If 
we also recall that the English charters allowed the English col¬ 
onies a measure of self-government, while the French colonies 
were subjected to bureaucratic control, we can see an additional 
reason for a more rapid and perhaps we might add, more whole* 
some colonial development among the English than among the 
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French. It is an interesting paradox that among the French who 
rose to leadership in colonial development there were greater 
flashes of ability displayed than among the English. The former 
had a much greater knack of getting on with the Indians, for ex¬ 
ample, and there are few names in British colonial annals to be 
compared with those of the great explorers, Champlain and La 
Salle or such colonial governors as Martin, Fjrontenac, Duquesne, 
Montcalm, and Dupleix. Yet the more solid qualities of the Eng¬ 
lish colonists as a whole were more (ontributive to success than 
the brilliance of a Montcalm or a Dupleix. Then, too, generally 
speaking, the French who did participate in colonization were too 
anxious, like the Dutch, to make their fortunes quickly. In America 
they were largely traders with the Indians rather than settlers. 

The English, on the other hand, made homes for themselves and 
became a stable and enduring force. British imperialism was not 
so humane, it is true, for whereas the French made efforts to con¬ 
vert the Indian, and win his sympathy, the English treated him 
as a nuisance and cheated him out of his lands, but the greed of 
the English settlers was not as a rule to their detriment, since the 
Indians were not united and were not equipped to resist them. 

It was a steady, pushful tenacity underlying a genuine spirit of 
enterprise, unscrupulous or otherwise, that made the English the 
superior force in their rivalry with the French. 

In the third place, France, in the exhausting pursuit of her land 
objects, had let her navy, like her colonies, languish. The English 
navy, on the other hand, was steadily developed and augmented. 

If ever the two powers came to blows, the English had the superior 
weapon with which to decide the issue. 

Finally it might be added that when the crucial test came, Great 
Britain found a man of genius (the elder Pitt) to display the 
leadership and driving power necessary to success, while France 
in the nerveless hands of Louis XV, who squandered the national 
revenues on a Pompadour, was in no wise equipped to make the 
most of her resources. Probably by the eighteenth century she 
would have lost the battle for the other reasons we have men¬ 
tioned, but the incapacity of the government will easily explain 
the extent of her disasters. 

While the struggle between these rivals was long foreshadowed, Evolution 
it was some time before either government was fully aroused, and of^ um 
indeed one may say that they were pushed into the struggle by 
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force of circumstances. The wars of Louis XIV had, of course, had 
their echoes across the seas. While the East India companies 
really preferred to keep out of the quarrel, the British govern¬ 
ment forced the issue, and the French lost Pondicherry to the 
Dutch, who, however, returned it at the Peace of Ryswick. In 
North America there was a parallel struggle between English 
and French colonists with varying success. It was more because 
of France’s reverses in Europe that Great Britain made a distinct 
stride forward. By the Utrecht Settlement she not only got the 
exclusive contract to supply the Spanish colonies with slaves (a 
right previously extorted by the French), but also got the Hudson 
Bay territory (long in dispute), Nova Scotia, and Newfoundland. 
Thus New France was hemmed in on two sides, while the vague¬ 
ness of the boundary lines between the opposing empires gave 
ground for future trouble. After another interval of peace there 
was another war both in America and India, corresponding to the 
War of the Austrian Succession, and this, again, was indecisive. 
Finally in the ’fifties the rivalry of colonists in America reached a 
crisis which brought the whole issue of imperialism into the fore¬ 
ground, and led on the part of Great Britain to active intervention. 

The news of the defeat of a small force of English colonials at 
the hands of French and Indians in 1754 led an active party in 
British politics, of whom the king’s son, the Duke of Cumberland 
and Henry Fox were prime-movers, to instigate the sending of a 
force of British regulars under Edward Braddock to avenge the 
disaster. While there was still nominal peace between the two 
governments the War Party in London was ready now to challenge 
France; and a French squadron en route to Quebec was attacked 
by a British fleet in July, 1755. Even so the pusillanimous govern¬ 
ment of Louis XV tried to avoid formal hostilities—the more so 
as it was being drawn into the Seven Years’ War—but the rush of 
events was too much for it. Some initial defeats of the British—* 
including the loss of Braddock’s army—led meanwhile to a change 
of ministries at London, and William Pitt, afterwards Earl of 
Chatham, became the consuming force which swept the British 
to victory both on sea and on land, and led to a decisive issue 
both in Canada and in India. The participation of Spain in the 
war on the side of France had only served to make British suc¬ 
cess the more decisive. More than anything else* it had been 
British sea power that had given the victory to Great Britain- 



_ IMPERIALISM AND MERCANTILISM _227 

In India the course of the struggle was peculiar, one side having 
at first distinctly the advantage, and then when it lost, it lost com¬ 
pletely. Borrowing the idea from the Portuguese, the French had 
early adopted the practice of mixing in native politics. Moreover, 
they had grasped the fact that the native troops, or “Sepoys,” as 
they were called, when trained and officered by Europeans, became 
an exceedingly effective means of defending and even extending 
the company's interests. Under Joseph Dtipleix, who became 
governor general in 1739, the Trench company revealed a definite 
policy. Dupleix saw well enough that commercially the French 
could not compete with the English. It was, therefore, his policy 
to ingratiate himself with the more powerful princes, and by 
building up a political power based on military strength and 
native favor, to drive the English out of India. Since he could 
expect but little support from the government at home, he had to 
place his chief dependence on native troops, and in carrying the 
heavy expenses of his program he soon ran his company heavily 
into debt. Dupleix was a daring and patriotic gambler, but neither 
his daring nor his patiotism was appreciated by the government of 
Louis XV. Though the advent of Robert Clive to defend the in¬ 
terests of the English company naturally intensified the struggle 
(for Clive was a worthy opponent of the Frenchman and quick to 
copy his methods), no support was sent to Dupleix; and when the 
company had denounced his policy and it appeared from the 
complaints of the British that his activities were disturbing the 
“peace” between the two companies, his government recalled 
him. This was in 1754, just on the eve of the decisive conflict. 

Since France had now thrown away her best instrument, the success 
of Clive was assured. After some striking victories over the French 
and their native allies the British conquered Bengal, which was 
to constitute a base for their future empire in India. As France was 
only permitted to retain her factories on condition that she would 
not raise native troops, she was powerless further to challenge 
British predominance in India. 

Thus the struggle for colonial supremacy had ended in the de- Significance 
cisive victory of the British. It was a struggle that cost even the 
victors considerable sacrifice. High prices for the consumer and 
temporary losses to trade through the profitable privateering of 
the French had taxed the national patience, even if they did not 
produce misgivings. But, possessed now of the largest colonial 
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empire and a volume of maritime trade that left her competitors 
far behind, Great Britain had emerged from the conflict the 
richest and probably also the most powerful of the European 
nations. And her greatest rival had been humbled. Of all the 
French possessions there remained only a few holdings on the 
African coast, French Guiana, some of the West Indies, a few 
factories in India, two small islands off the coast of Newfoundland 
(for fishing purposes), end two islands in the Indian Ocean near 
Madagascar. Henceforth British imperialism-—for more than a 
century at least—became the dominant force in world politics. 
Yet the French were not yet reconciled to defeat, and the contest 
was scarcely over when the British Empire was shaken by a for¬ 
midable convulsion. 

World Politics in Upheaval 

Causes of {jhe fundamental cause of the American Revolution was the 

American rise a nationality, in the making of which geography and temper- 

Hevolvtion amen t were the decisive factors. The distance of the American 
colonies from the mother country and the boundless space which 
they occupied made them feel a detachment and self-confidence 
that tended toward independence. The fact also that they were 
Englishmen made them peculiarly sensitive to dictation, and the 
habit of initiative which had been bred in the colonies by the cir¬ 
cumstances of their origin, the self-reliance of the companies, and 
the degree of self-government conferred upon the settlers, accen¬ 
tuated this attitude. As soon as the French had been expelled 
from Canada, they ceased to need, as they supposed, the military 
aid of the home government, while the degree of economic control 
exercised by the mother country seemed to them simply an out¬ 
worn and irksome form of bondage. 

As a triumph of the spirit of nationalism or the vindication of 
popular rights the American Revolution had a political significance 
which was perhaps more American than European. But as a pro¬ 
test against mercantilism it had an economic importance that was 
destined to be far-reaching. Mercantilism, as relating to the Eng¬ 
lish colonies, had been given a definite application by the Naviga¬ 
tion Act of 1660 during the reign of Charles II when imperial 
policy had been largely reformulated. By this act certain colonial 
products, including cotton, sugar, hides, tobacco, and masts, 
could be exported only to Great Britain, and imports to the col- 
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onies from foreign countries might come to them only through or 
from Great Britain. The colonies were also prohibited from manu¬ 
facturing anything that would compete with the industries of the 
mother country. Port duties in the colonies were collected in the 
colonies, not so much as a source of revenue as a means of seeing 
that these regulations were observed and that no trade with for¬ 
eign countries might be possible. At the san e time the colonies 
had certain reciprocal advantages. A series of “drawbacks” on 
foreign goods which had been taxed in British ports made such 
articles actually cheaper in the colonies than in England. More¬ 
over, certain colonial products, though confined to the British 
market, were allowed a monopoly of that market, and were some¬ 
times further aided by government bounties. As a matter of fact 
the regulations which might have cramped the colonies had not 
been well enforced, and the New Englanders had long been carry¬ 
ing on a thriving contraband trade with the French West Indies. 
When shortly after the accession of George III in 1760 the regula¬ 
tions became more rigidly applied, there was a natural irritation. 
The political grievances of the colonists were not serious before 
1765, though the colonial governors, generally 1 appointed by the 
crown, had in some cases failed to get along with a difficult people 
and been recalled. 

(The issue which really produced a breach between the colonies 
anJ the metropolis was the question of imperial taxation. The 
inability of the colonies to defend themselves against a sudden 
Indian attack—a fact demonstrated by Pontiac’s rebellion in 1764 
—had emphasized the need of a standing army of regular soldiers, 
while naval protection was at the same time required in the event 
that France should wage a war of retaliation. Heavily burdened 
with debt from the expensive armaments which had won the late 
war, the British government felt that the American colonies, re¬ 
quiring as they did both military and naval protection, should 
contribute something to the expense. It was perfectly willing that 
the colonists themselves should devise the means, but, as it hap¬ 
pened, there was so much jealousy among the colonies themselves, 
so much fear on the part of each that it might be expected to bear 
more than its just share of the common burden, that it became 

* The governor was in some cases chosen by the proprietor or group of proprietors 
to whom the charter had been granted. In Pennsylvania the proprietor himself 
filled the position analogous to that of governor. 
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manifest that no scheme sponsored by the colonies themselves 
was to be expected. The experiment of the famous Stamp Act of 
1765 was the government’s solution. It led to the cry of “no 
taxation without representation, ,, and the colonies refused to 
allow the tax to be imposed. In other words there was open rebel¬ 
lion. Though the offensive measure was annulled and the govern¬ 
ment later tried to impose a light tax on tea and other commodities 
before being exported to the colonies—actually a lower tax than 
was paid by the English importer and consequently making tea 
cheaper in America than in England—the colonists again resisted, 
and consignments of tea were destroyed in Boston harbor. Certain 
penal measures followed, the home government having now de¬ 
termined to enforce respect for the crown, and bloodshed at Lex¬ 
ington and Concord in 1775 brought matters to a crisis. The War 
of American Independence had begun 3 

We shall not follow the course of this weary struggle. The con¬ 
duct of the war was grievously mismanaged by the British; yet 
the colonists would probably not have triumphed without foreign 
aid. It was not without reason that the British ministers had felt 
the need of defending the empire against French attack. 

The accession of the Duke of Choiseul to office as secretary 
of state for foreign affairs in 1758 had brought a belated vigor into 
French policy before the end of the Seven Years’ War. It was due 
to him that Spain had been brought into the war, and it was his 
dexterity that was partly responsible for saving his country cer¬ 
tain losses at the Peace of Paris, which closed the struggle. Choiseul 
was an adept at intrigue and was something of an adventurer, but 
he was nevertheless a statesman of no small ability, and his sym¬ 
pathy with the more liberal tendencies of the day together with 
his fervent patriotism made him a refreshing contrast to the rest 
of the decrepit court of Louis XV. After the Seven Years’ War 
he made it his business to improve France’s position in Europe 
and to strengthen her in all respects for a renewal of the struggle. 
He cultivated close relations with Spain and Austria, and was 
responsible for the marriage of the dauphin, Louis, with the Arch¬ 
duchess Marie Antoinette—a union which proved to have a sig¬ 
nificance that he could never have foreseen. By an adroit use of 
his opportunities he carried through the purchase of Corsica from 
Genoa in 1768 in the teeth of British jealousy and opposition. He 
even dreamed of acquiring Egypt—a plan which later developed 
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into an attempt, with Turkish consent, to reopen the short route 
to the East and thereby neutralize the advantages the British 
had won in India. 1 Above all, he was busy building up the mili¬ 
tary and naval power of France, looking forward to an eventual 
renewal of the struggle with Great Britain. When he fell in 1770 
owing to a court intrigue, he bequeathed this policy of revenge 
to Vergennes, the secretary of state for foreign affairs under 
Louis XVI, who came to the throne in 1775. 

It was the Count of Vergennes who took advantage of Great 
Britain's embroilment with America to deal his country's rival 
the long-intended blow. The Americans had already sought French 
aid, and not only was njoney loaned by the French government, 
but French officers, including that liberal nobleman, the Marquis of 
Lafayette, volunteered for the American service. In 1778 France, 
having signed a treaty of alliance with the Continental Congress, 
declared war against Great Britain; and the next year, her ally, 

Spain followed suit. When, two years later, a league of neutral 
powers was formed to defend their shipping against British inter¬ 
ference in search of contraband, the plight of Great Britain seemed 
extreme. The independence of the American colonies, which meant 
the disruption of the British Empire, and the recovery of a few colo¬ 
nies by the Treaty of Versailles (1783) seemed to justify French pol¬ 
icy. But it must not be supposed that France had eclipsed her rival. 

She had not even tried to recover Canada, and since she had ceded 
Louisiana to Spain in 1763 (the price of Spanish participation in 
the previous war), she was now without a foothold on the American 
continent. Moreover, the doorway to the East was barely opened. 

The dubious conduct of the Mamelukes 2 who ruled Egypt, the hesi¬ 
tation of the French crown to use coercion (since Egypt was a 
nominal dependency of Turkey), and a quarrel among groups of 
merchants for a monopoly of the trade prevented the enterprise 
from making any headway. It is chiefly important as a legacy to 
the Revolution and Bonaparte. 

Yet companies and monopolies and in fact all the paraphenalia The passing 
of the mercantile system were clearly doomed. The success of ^Zuism 
the American Revolution had demonstrated the practical dangers 
that were involved, and the rise of more liberal theories—a subject 

1 Such designs go back at least to the time of Richelieu. Colbert had made an 
unsuccessful effort to reopen this route. 

* Twenty-four beys who ruled various divisions of Egypt, and were almost in¬ 
dependent of Turkey, the suzerain power. 
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that will concern us later—was a challenge to the very basis of 
the system. Already Choiseul had relaxed the regulations as 
applied to the French West Indies, allowing them to trade with 
the British colonies, 1 and the Wars of the French Revolution, 
which at times cut off the French colonies from all contact with 
the motherland, made it impossible ever to go back to the old 
tutelage. Only by tariffs would the European Powers seek any 
longer to absorb the trade 1 of their colonies. The revolt of the 
South American colonies ended the system as applied by Spain, 
and the British government repealed the Navigation Acts before 
the middle of the nineteenth century. World politics were to 
continue, but the attempt to maintain a closed economic unit was 
apparently a thing of the past. 
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The “Old Regime” is the term applied to the political and social 
relationships in Europe before the French Revolution began the 
work of transforming them. We have to examine this earlier 
period in order to perceive the origins of the movement and appre¬ 
ciate more fully its significance. To this end, we shall glance at 
Europe as a whole, but give more special attention to France, 
not because it was typical but because it .was the land where 
revolution started. 

Political Conditions on the Eve of the French Revolution 

In a broad sense the Old Regime consisted politically of a col- Legal status 
lection of states large and small and indeed almost innumerable °JJdern stale 
if we are to include the various political elements within the 
structure of the Holy Roman Empire. Whatever type of govern¬ 
ment it represented, whether an absolute monarchy, a limited 
monarchy, an obsolete feudal state like Poland, a confederacy 
like Switzerland, or a plutocratic republic like Holland or Venice, 
each state was considered legitimate in the public law of Europe, 
and its sovereignty was unchallengable. The products of historical 
evolution were to that extent accepted as established facts. Most 
of the larger states had expanded as the result of marriage or 
conquest, and the limits of such a state were co-terminous with a 
sovereign’s hereditary rights. In the great majority of cases most 
of the people whom he governed probably spoke his language and 
shared with him a sense of common nationality, but this was 
merely because the state had developed from a smaller nucleus 
which had formed with its ruler a cultural unit. Theoretically 
the state was not bound to comprehend a single nationality or to 
limit itself to such. Fundamentally it was dynastic rather than 
national (in that sense). Thus a state like Austria, though its 
core was German, comprehended within its limits a varied collec¬ 
tion of peoples, all ruled by the house of Hapsburg on the prin¬ 
ciple of dynastic inheritance. There were no wars declared in the 
name of nationality, and indeed the dismemberment of Poland 
was a negation of such a principle. When a prince resolved to 
despoil a neighbor, he did it usually on the ground of some hered¬ 
itary or treaty claim, thus cloaking with hypocrisy a sheer act 
of aggression. Sometimes, as in the case of Poland, no effort was 
made to gloss over the crime. 

As in the past two centuries, the only idea which acted as a 
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preventive of war was the doctrine of the balance of power. It 
was the application of this doctrine which had availed in a sense 
to save the Rhine lands and the Low Countries from becoming a 
part of France. But the eighteenth century found a vicious method 
of perverting it. While the conception might still offer protection 
to the larger states, the smaller ones might actually become victims 
of the principle. Through the invention of a sort of corollary of 
the balance of power, namely, joint partition by mutual agree¬ 
ment, a nation in a state of decay might be carved into a number 
of pieces, and by such an unscrupulous device the equilibrium 
among the despoilers be substantially maintained. Nothing, in¬ 
deed, staid the hand of violence but fear—-or that respect for a 
power or group of powers that was akin to fear. Each and every 
sovereign did what he dared to do. ''Reasons of state had become 
the guiding principle of monarchs—whether it seemed to prompt 
aggression or to restrain it on the part of others. To evade or 
ignore treaties was a common practice of the time. When Mazarin 
had planned the marriage between Louis XIV and the infanta of 
Spain, he spoke glibly of the prospect of annexing Spain no matter 
what renunciations might have to be made in the marriage treaty. 
Frederick the Great solemnly observed that for every sovereign 
fraud was sometimes a duty. Where there was so conspicuous an 
absence of international morality, it was not strange that inter¬ 
national law was little better than a tissue of abstractions. The 
fabric of Europe was a flimsy structure at best. In practice, if not 
by right, it was a regime of international anarchy. 

“He who gains nothing loses,” said Catherine the Great. A 
policy of aggression was still the favorite preoccupation of most 
monarchs. Yet if we look back over the lapse of time, we can 
observe considerable change in the kind of objects pursued. The 
feudal king fought to control his vassals or to appropriate their 
domains in order to add them to his own. The king of the sixteenth 
century, less preoccupied by dangers at home, sought to extend 
his territories from motives of adventure or personal glory; it was 
what we have called a dynastic policy. In the seventeenth century 
we reach a period of transition. While a dynastic policy is still 
occasionally manifested (notably when Louis XIV tried to get the 
imperial crown, or when Sweden tried to span the Baltic), such 
statesmen as Richelieu and Peter the Great saw the need of mo m 
practical aims—in the case of the former, the quest of natural 
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boundaries; in the case of the latter, the dream of reaching the 
open seas. Practical considerations were the motives in the eight¬ 
eenth century. If we glance at the map, we may perceive the 
natural goals of expanding states. Hanover by acquiring Bremen 
and Verden pushed her way to the North Sea; Austria sought to 
extend her seaboard on the Adriatic; Russia wanted a solid foot¬ 
ing on the Black Sea; Brandenburg-Prussia, having wrested from 
Sweden part of Pomerania, longed to possess the rest in order to 
increase her frontage on the Baltic. In getting Silesia Frederick 
the Great was able to extend his mountain frontier, and by seizing 
Polish Prussia, he gave his dominions a mucn-needed compactness; 

Joseph II had a similar object in trying to get Bavaria; and Russia’s 
designs on Poland were prompted by the ambition to become more 
of a European power. For the most part each nation seemed to 
be shifting, or trying to shift, into its natural geographical position. 

All the greater states except Great Britain (a limited monarchy Absolute 
under the sway of the landed aristocracy) were absolute mon- 
archies. The sovereign, as we have observed, ruled, according to < ^ anizaiion 
theory, by Roman law or divine right, though actually his power 
rested on force—a matter of historical development. All these 
states were so organized that the authority of the crown could 
permeate every corner of the realm. A defier of the royal will 
would have to reckon with the police and possibly with the mili¬ 
tary as well; and, with the exception of certain of the Hapsburg 
dominions, the force of local interest was powerless against the 
strength of the bureaucratic machine. Nevertheless it must be 
admitted that the smoothness of the system depended in large 
measure upon the character of the sovereign. Under a king like 
Louis XV, devoid of ail sense of responsibility and too frequently 
surrounded by incompetent administrators, the machine often ran 
of its own momentum, and, lacking effective direction, each petty 
official had a chance to abuse his power. It is also true that even 
at best the system was fraught with much administrative con¬ 
fusion. It had sometimes been felt expedient to retain the institu¬ 
tions peculiar to a province which had been, acquired—-a lesson 
which Joseph II learned to his cost in the case of the Netherlands. 

Some parts of Prussia were much more rigidly governed than 
others. While the political power of feudalism had been broken, 
it had often enough authority to impede the administration. When 
provincial diets had to be consulted, their action, even if some- 



238 


A SHORT HISTORY OF MODERN EUROPE 


times dictated, must have involved much delay. In France scarcely 
anything was ever formally abolished. Obsolete institutions were 
simply overshadowed by newer ones. Rather than run the risk 
of offending vested interests, and too indigent to redeem a multi¬ 
tude of purchased posts, the crown ordinarily let well enough 
alone, satisfied, apparently, with putting substantial control into 
the hands of its chosen instruments. It was a sort of system of 
checks and balances without such checks and balances being at 
all useful, but, rather, detrimental to an orderly and equitable 
administration. Thus jurisdictions often overlapped. It was not 
always clear before what tribunal a man with a suit to plead 
should bring his case. After he had acted to the best of his knowl¬ 
edge, judgment might be reversed by another court claiming com¬ 
petence. There was not even a uniform code of law, and it was 
often uncertain what code was properly applicable to a given 
community. It was similar with the financial administration. 
Some parts of France had to pay one price for salt; another, an¬ 
other; while still others were not bound to buy of the government 
at all. The taille , as we have noticed, was sometimes levied on 
land, and sometimes on all sources of income. There could be no 
justice in such a system—or lack of system. The kingdom of 
France had been built up by patches, and little effort had been 
made to weave it together into a smooth and seamless whole. Yet 
the same was true of Prussia or Spain, and even more true of 
Austria, while the administrative system of Russia was perhaps 
the clumsiest of all. 

It was only through capable direction that such a system could 
work harmoniously, and since monarchy was unhappily hered¬ 
itary, no continuity of capable rule could be guaranteed. More¬ 
over, even at best, in a system wherein all authority is derived 
from the top, efficiency is pretty apt to filter out before it ever 
reaches the bottom. Centralized administration always tends 
toward a tedious routine. In France, where the towns and villages 
were closely tied to the central government it was sometimes five 
years before a village could get permission to repair a public 
building. The absolute monarchy of the Old Regime was essentially 
a paternalism. It was much more enlightened, it is true, in the 
eighteenth century than it had been in the seventeenth; it did 
not revel merely in splendor or give its chief attention, as in France, 
to the artistic side of royalty; it did not exist simply and solely 
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for power, as the mecantilists had taught; it was really conscious 
of certain social problems urgently demanding attention, and it 
even achieved a little in that direction. Yet even “ benevolent 
despotism” (which we shall study more fully later) took too much 
upon itself. 1 Generally fitful at best, it found it all too easy to 
follow traditional ways. And in politics as well as economics it 
left too little to the initiative of the governed. 

In France the faults of the system were not more glaring than 
elsewhere, but it was there, as we shall observe, that they came 
under closest scrutiny, and it was there that the Old Regime was 
first to go to pieces. In general it may be said that the govern¬ 
ment was not deliberately oppressive, but that the system in 
operation was so full of faults and anomalies (we have mentioned 
a few) that it worked undue hardship on the people, while, from 
the practical standpoint it failed to solve the problem of meeting 
its needs. To revert for a moment to the moral defects—justice 
was expensive and difficult to obtain, for the judges, having bought 
or inherited their offices, had to support themselves in large part by 
fees in the performance of their functions. Not only were people 
unequal before the law (many degrading punishments, such as 
flogging, were exclusively reserved for commoners), but penalties 
tended to be too severe, many crimes, like petty thieving, being 
capital offenses. Procedure was always to the disadvantage of the 
defendant, who had to bear the presumption of guilt, and was not 
privileged to employ counsel. Sometimes—though this applied 
rather to the upper classes—men were arrested and punished 
without the formality of a trial, and it came to be fairly common 
for a courtier to obtain these lettres de cachet to satisfy a personal 
grudge. But it was the financial system that weighed most heavily 
on the people, since not only had the extravagance of kings led 
to greatly increased taxation but the virtual immunity of the 
upper classes from most of the taxes cast the burden upon those 
who could least afford it. And the burden was sometimes the 
heavier by reason of the method of collection. The farming of the 
indirect taxes to private individuals offered every incentive to 
extortion, and there was point in Sully's remark that the farmers of 
the taxes were the worst enemies of the State,-—“more destructive 

»The very solicitude of a paternalistic government for the general interest was 
often unwisely manifested. The grain trade in France was always severely regulated 
for fear of famine, but a province possessing a surplus was often forbidden to ex¬ 
port it. 
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to the kingdom" (so added another observer) “than armed in¬ 
vaders." 

Practical It was this letting out of contracts to tax-farmers, or farmers- 
general, as they were called, that throws most lurid light on the 
decrepitude of the old monarchy—though the practice was by no 
means confined to France. At certain intervals (usually every six 
years) the government entered into contracts with a powerful 
financial group for the levying of the indirect taxes. These farmers- 
general, paid a stipulated sum to the government; but, as the 
surplus (usually about twenty per cent of the revenue obtained) 
went into their private pockets, it can readily be seen that the 
government gave up much of its available revenue. Such a device 
was obviously prompted by the need of cash in advance. The same 
sacrifice of the future to the present was shown by the constant 
creation of offices for the purpose of selling them, some four thou¬ 
sand of which conveyed immunity from direct taxation. Thus, for 
the sake of ready money, a taxpayer had been eliminated. Indeed, 
the government was often in such a quandary to raise money that 
it sold exemptions from certain taxes to towns and whole districts. 
Doubtless, moreover, among so large a corps of officials much 
money was wasted through careless accounting or sheer dishonesty; 
and the privilege of the king to tap the treasury as he chose— 
sometimes without leaving a record—led to further confusion and 
embarrassment. In the last days of the Bourbon monarchy the 
government was always anticipating revenues—that is, borrowing 
on them in advance; yet the deficit was constantly increasing, and 
even the mounting public debt was unable to keep pace with the 
government’s expenditures. The only way by which France could 
j have become solvent would have been to tax the privileged classes. 
Sometimes, indeed, this very device was tried, some of the income 
taxes being theoretically applicable to all classes alike, but the 
Church was always able to compound by paying a special subsidy, 
and most of the nobles had influence enough to keep their im¬ 
munities safe. It was the old spirit of feudalism, still powerful 
enough to hamper the policy of the crown. Royal extravagance 
and feudal survivals combined to bring the monarchy to ruin. Fi- 
J nandally France had never caught up after the reign of Louis XIV, 
and the reigns of his two successors only served to put her deeper 
into the mire. 

To understand the strength of vested interests we must now take 
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a survey of social conditions on the eve of the Revolution. It is a 
kind of paradox of history that after the political power of feudal¬ 
ism had been broken it had yet enough strength to hold the ab¬ 
solute monarchy at bay. Nevertheless, that instrument and buffer 
of the crown, the middle class, was beginning to take the road to a 
dominant position in society. 

Social and Economic Conditions on the Eve of the French 
Revolution 

The social divisions on the Continent were still in general what Conditions 
they had been in the Middle Ages, especially the cleavage between 
the upper and lower classes. In most countries the clergy were the 
first estate, the nobles, the second, while the third estate included 
all the rest of the population except in Sweden where the peasants, The agn- 
constituted a fourth estate, leaving the third to the middle class. 

Both the nobles and the upper clergy were feudal lords, and ex¬ 
cept in a few countries where capitalism had made progress, these 
classes held the chief sources of wealth, since Europe was still pre- (/) The 
dominantly agricultural. The role of the clergy in Catholic states derov 
was, of course, of extreme importance, since they not only minis¬ 
tered to the religious needs of the people but also provided most of 
the schools and charitable agencies, such as hospitals and asylums 
of one kind or another. Only in Germany had some of the eccle¬ 
siastics become, through the weakness of the imperial authority, 
territorial princes, possessing a political as well as a social and 
economic importance. In all Continental monarchies the nobles ($) The 
monopolized the chief positions in the central government^ the 
leading diplomatic posts, and the commissions in the army and 
navy; and with the exception of the first-named category the same 
was true of England where the nobility still dominated parliament. 

To this class belonged the exclusive profession of courtiei^-a r61e 
that was indispensable in the current conception of monarchy. In 
central and eastern Europe the nobles were much more strongly 
entrenched than in France, where their class spirit had been broken 
and where the middle class had assumed an important r61e. While 
they were no longer able to limit the power of the sovereign or even ( s) The 
always able to preserve their fiscal immunities intact, they were 
still much more the allies of the crown than its subordinates. We 
have already noticed their formidable power in the Hapsburg 
lands; in Prussia and Russia many of these magnates possessed 
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enormous estates and always a preponderant influence in the 
government. The status of the peasants varied. In the Rhine 
country most of them were now landowners, though saddled, of 
course, with the usual feudal burdens. East of the Elbe, however— 
notably in Bavaria, Austria, Prussia, Poland, and Russia—most of 
the peasants were serfs, and in many parts of Germany they held 
only a life occupancy of the land, while more often still they 
appeared as laborers on f lord’s estate. But the lot of the Italian 
peasants was hardly better, and in the southern part of the penin¬ 
sula their poverty was proverbial. Fxcepting France for the mo¬ 
ment and perhaps England where conditions were peculiar, it was 
only in the kingdom of Sardinia, the Low Countries, and the 
Rhenish lands that the peasant was really able to eke out a decent 
living. In the British Isles, which once boasted of its sturdy 
yeomanry, the independent peasant was fast becoming extinct. 
The enclosure movement (already mentioned) had not only dis¬ 
possessed large numbers of peasant proprietors but resulted in the 
creation of large farms, promoted by capital and even beginning 
to be developed by agricultural machinery. At the same time the 
rise of the factory system with its cheaper modes of production 
was fast depriving the English peasant of his chance to supplement 
his income by spinning or weaving on the side. In the face of such 
competitors the small holder could not possibly survive, and if we 
disregard the few who managed to rise to a higher position, he was 
soon to become a tenant on a large estate (farming with borrowed 
capital) or (more often) a member of the rural proletariat. Such 
was England’s “Agricultural Revolution.” 

It was the fact that most of Europe was predominantly agri¬ 
cultural that gave the upper classes their great importance under 
the Old Regime. Certainly it was an evidence of the relative back¬ 
wardness of industry that in most of Europe large towns were few; 
and, outside of England, France, and the Low Countries, the 
middle class was comparatively unimportant. On the Continent 
manufacturing was still as a rule conducted under the gild system 
of organization, wherein the master-artisan plied his craft with the 
aid of journeymen and apprentices and then sold the product to 
the consumer. Such a system, with its rules and regulations, had 
been designed primarily, as we have said, to maintain a rigid 
standard of quality, but it had the result (and partly the intention) 
of limiting competition both from within and from without. Backed 
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by governments which were always trying to increase exports in 
accordance with mercantilist doctrines, and thus favored monop¬ 
olistic organizations, the masters not only held to their standard 
methods of production, eschewing anything novel or experimental, 
but jealously guarded their limited membership, making it well 
nigh impossible for the journeymen (their wage-earning assistants) 
to enter their ranks. Some of the journeymen, as a matter of fact, 
had formed unions, and strikes were not uncommon, but such 
efforts had little chance of bettering conditions and had, in fact, 
only a symptomatic importance. In England, however, the gild 
system had lost all significance in fhe seventeenth century, and in 
its place had arisen the “domestic” or “putting-out” system. 
Merchants with capital “put out” the raw material to scattered 
workers (most of them were peasants) who then, working in their 
homes, turned out the finished product. Those who had formerly 
been masters under the gild system either became these capitalist 
merchants or, as was usually the case, sank to the position of 
cottage wage-earners. Then, in turn, the domestic system began 
to give way to the modem factory, a phenomenon we shall discuss 
in a subsequent chapter. In spite of the persistence of the gilds on 
the Continent (they were especially strong in Prussia) the domestic 
system had made its appearance during the eighteenth century 
(especially in the case of the textile industries), and for peasants 
who needed to supplement their meager incomes during the winter 
the flexibility of this newer system was a great benefit. Sometimes 
the “putting-out” merchant represented a company which traf¬ 
ficked with a wide market, but often he was merely a middleman 
who distributed his products to various tradesmen in the towns, 
with whose needs he kept in touch. The selling of goods on com¬ 
mission (generally at from two to five per cent of the value of the 
goods) had become an increasingly common practice. The growth 
of capitalism we have discussed in a previous chapter, and the 
beginnings of a machine economy we reserve for a later one. 

If the manufacturer was limited in his profits by the limitations CD 
of hand labor and in most cases by the conservatism and exclusive¬ 
ness of the gilds, the merchant was not much better off. Internal 
trade had to cope with barriers both natural and artificial. Though 
France was usually acknowledged to be superior to other countries 
in the construction of her roads, it may be said that, generally 
speaking, most of the thoroughfares in eighteenth century Europe 



244 


A SHORT HISTORY OF MODERN EUROPE 


were quite unfit for commerce, and hence rivers and canals (of 
which since the sixteenth century there had been a rapid increase) 
comprised the principal arteries of transportation. 1 But on all 
canals and rivers in most Continental countries were numerous 
toll-stations, operating for revenue for towns along the route, and 
most of the provinces also imposed tariffs on their frontiers—relics 
of the day when provinces had been separate feudal entities. Thus 
merchandise shipped from Brittany to Provence had to pay a duty 
seven times en route . One may also bear in mind that transporta¬ 
tion by oxen was painfully slow as compared with the better means 
provided by a later age. If oxen provided the motive power on land, 
the wind had to furnish it on sea. Voyages were long affairs. It 
was sometimes all of two years before a merchantman bound for 
the East returned with its cargo of fabrics and spices. And though 
brigands in much of Europe were now comparatively rare (thanks 
to the rise of the modern state), pirates abounded in distant waters 
both in the old world and the new. It is true that the chartered 
companies with their merchant fleets minimized such risks, but it 
helps us to understand the tremendous difficulties of the individual 
trader—not to mention the fact that usually he was an interloper 
challenging a monopoly, which, theoretically at least, enjoyed the 
backing of a government. Obviously the chartered companies 
played somewhat the same r61es that the gilds did in manufacturing 
—that of precluding competition, and in any case it was not until 
the British navy vanquished piracy—a long and patient process— 
that individual merchants drew much profit from the East. Also, 
in taking a glance at the numerous handicaps of the eighteenth 
century merchant, we should recall the obstructive machinery of 
the mercantile system; for whatever the hope of each and every 
nation to excel its commercial rival, foreign tariffs did assuredly 
restrict international trade. Likewise wars interrupted the flow of 
commerce between nations or in any case impeded it. Commerce, 
as J. A. fiobson has pointed out, was still overwhelmingly domestic. 
The export trade of England in 1712 was estimated at less than a 
sixth of the internal trade of that year, and all countries for the 
most part consumed, themselves, what they produced. On the 
whole, we may infer that while there were rich merchants as there 

1 The whole subject of transportation, travel, and communication is interestingly 
treated in Nussbaum, A History of the Economic Institutions of Modem Europe, 
pp. 168-83. 
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were also rich financiers (thanks to the opportunities of capitalism), 
the vast bulk of the middle class were still men of small incomes, 
considerably better off than the peasants, it is true, but by no 
means able to live a life of luxury. 

Social conditions in France were, in general, rather better than 
on the rest of the Continent, though there were, of course, some 
glaring contrasts. The privileged position of the upper classes in 
direct taxation made, as we have noted, the burden all the heavier 
on the peasant. The fact also that much of this money flowed into 
pensions to the court nobility, who performed no useful service to 
the State, made the injustice of the system all the more patent. 
Moreover, in the ranks of the secular clergy there was a definite 
cleavage between the higher clergy who got revenues from land 
as well as most of the produce of the tithe (the tax paid by land- 
owners 1 to the Church) and the lower clergy, chiefly made up of 
parish priests, who were granted but a pittance, hardly sufficient 
to sustain life. It is no wonder that the lower clergy felt bitter 
toward their superiors. It was this class, sprung largely from the 
peasantry, that came closest to the people; and it could hardly be 
thought strange if common sufferings and mutual sympathies 
should lead eventually to common action against a regime that 
treated them so ill. Finally there was the contrast between the 
workman and his master—neither very affluent, yet the former at 
the mercy of the latter; this condition we shall presently discuss. 

The clergy or first estate, numbered in all over 100,000 persons. 
The proportion of land owned by the Church is a matter of some 
dispute, but there is no question but that its economic power was 
considerable, though the clergy counted less than two per cent of 
the population. Some of the bishops were immensely wealthy 
and spent much of their time at Versailles, deliberately neglecting 
their duties. Yet such cases in the nature of things attract the most 
attention, and it is not clear that French churchmen at this time 
were any more worldly than their position had always tended to 
make them. One thing which had long militated against the 
probity of the French Church had been the fact that ever since 
the Concordat of Bologna in the sixteenth century the higher 
clergy owed their positions in the first instance to the crown, which 
kept ail benefices as a preserve for the nobility. The monastic 
orders, comprising what was known as the regular clergy, were in 

1 It was at one time levied on industry as well. 
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a state of rapid decay, comparatively few concerning themselves 
with any tangible services to the people. Generally speaking, the 
Church did not serve society to an extent anything like propor¬ 
tionate to its wealth. Neither its educational nor its philanthropic 
work was more than a “drop in the bucket’’ of illiteracy and 
poverty. It did contribute voluntary subsidies to the government, 
but such were small sums in relation to its total wealth. More than 
two thirds of the clergy, however, belonged to the lower ranks and 
profited little by the privileged position of the order; and this was 
the group who furnished spiritual guidance to the mass of the 
people. 

The nobles While the clergy were hardly a moral unit, divided as they were 
along social and economic lines, they had at least a common calling 
and a hierarchical organization. The nobles, on the other hand, 
were not united by anything except the bond of “privilege.” 
Speaking generally, it would be hard to find a group more irre¬ 
sponsible. A few were very rich and the envy of all the others, 
but even those with the greatest advantages showed little political 
oapacity, and nearly all who had the means to enjoy a life of 
comparative ease left their estates in the charge of stewards. It 
was the court nobility that basked in the royal favor. They were 
the ones who got the important offices, commissions, and pensions. 
But the great majority of the second estate are to be classed as 
“country nobles,” not because they were the only ones to possess 
estates but because they were too poor or too insignificant to go 
y to Versailles. Nursing their bitterness in seclusion, many of them 
exacted the uttermost farthing from their tenants, for whom they 
took delight in vaunting their contempt. It was this class which 
searched the records for additional rights—a fact which partly 
explains the later uprisings against the cMteaux. Apart from 
maritime trade and large industrial enterprises, the nobles were 
excluded from a business career, and since comparatively few 
could obtain bishoprics or commissions in the army, it is no wonder 
that they seemed a useless drag on society. They had even lost 
their ancient class feeling. So many members of the wealthy 
bourgeoisie had bought estates conveying titles of nobility that 
the integrity of the caste had been much diluted in the course of 
the centuries, and it was said that few nobles could trace their 
lineage back to feudal days. Taking than as a whole* the nobles 
were not rich; for their estates tended to diminish as a result of 
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the laws of inheritance, and their purses were unequal to the de¬ 
mands of their position. That is why the royal pension was a god¬ 
send to the favored few. 

Side by side with the feudal nobility were the official nobility, 
the nobles of the robe, never looked upon as equals by the others 
and belonging theoretically to the middle class, yet swelling the 
numbers of the privileged. A good many of this class had bought 
land, and many of the older nobility did not scruple to go to this 
element (and to the rich financiers as well) to find well-dowered 
matches for their sons. The political importance of the group— 
some four thousand in all—chiefly centered in the parlement of 
Paris, whose important r61e we have elsewhere noted, and whose 
struggles to thwart the crown finally induced Louis XV to abolish 
the institution altogether, though it was speedily restored under 
his amiable successor. These arrogant judges were the only ones 
to fight the monarchy openly, 1 but they were not progressive, for 
they were opposed to freedom of the press and to all reform, judi¬ 
cial, social, or economic. They enjoyed their immense prestige 
through daring to resist a king that was supposed to be all-powerful. 

But the greatest offenders against the stability of the monarchy 
were the courtiers/ They were a baneful influence in government 
circles, blocking the paths of progress, parasites who lived for 
the moment, largely supported by a bankrupt government whose 
resources they consumed in idle luxury. It was they who con¬ 
stituted the entourage of Louis XVI and his young and spend¬ 
thrift queen, Marie Antoinette. The waste of the national re¬ 
sources can well be illustrated by the fact that the royal household 
numbered four thousand persons, and it was said that eighty 
persons were employed to wait on the king’s daughter when she 
was but a year old. The number of equipages, the vast retinue 
of servants, the lavish expenditures on parties are all evidences 
of the prodigious cost of the court. It was, of course, the kings 
who had created this symbol of their magnificence, and to some 
extent Louis XVI was the victim of a tradition; yet, even .if he 
had had the disposition to curtail expenses, it is doubtful if any 
monarch but a Peter the Great could have combated the power¬ 
ful influence of the nobility. The absolute monarchy, in debasing 
the nobles to the level of courtiers, had wrapped itself in a mesh 
that was gradually but certainly smothering it to death. 

1 By holding up legislation which they were supposed to register. See page 91. 
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While the clergy numbered something over 100,000 and the 
nobles about 400,000, the third estate comprised the rest of the 
25,000,000; but it was a comprehensive category and included 
persons as different in fortunes as the wealthy capitalist and the 
agricultural laborer, the master of the shop and his poor apprentice. 
The great mass of the third estate was, of course, made up of 
peasants, who constituted probably nine tenths of the population. 
Hardly a million were now serfs (a condition that contrasted with 
most of Europe), and most of the peasants are commonly regarded 
as having been owners of the land they tilled; but as almost all 
owed sundry feudal obligations, including an annual sum analogous 
to rent, it would be more correct to regard them as hereditary 
lease-holders. Since these various manorial services dated from a 
time when their peasant ancestors paid their lords largely for pro¬ 
tection—a duty now monopolized by the State—it can be realized 
how obsolete and unjust were these surviving remnants of feudal¬ 
ism. While such obligations were not precisely uniform for all, 
there were some which were so common as to be almost universal. 
The old compulsion to work a certain number of days on the 
lord's estate had usually been commuted into a small money pay¬ 
ment or a share (anywhere from a twelfth to a sixth) of the har¬ 
vest; 1 but there were tolls which the lord collected on roads 
and bridges that intervened between the peasant and his market; 
and there was the obligation to send grapes to the lord’s wine¬ 
press, grain to the lord’s oven, flour to the lord’s bakery, and 
cattle to the lord’s slaughterhouse. In each case a fee was charged, 
and as the business of grinding the wheat (like these other bandiUs) 
was in general farmed out to a private individual, it was frequently 
charged that the millers mixed lime with the flour; and one minis¬ 
ter, who had reason to know, declared that three-fourths of the 
kingdom ate bad bread. There is no doubt that as a rule the 
peasant’s position was pretty grave, burdened as he was by State 
taxes (including the corvee 2 ) as well as by tithes and feudal exac¬ 
tions. Moreover, lots tended to be small, a fact which made an 
occasional drought especially ruinous. Comparatively few peasants 
were able to supplement their incomes by spinning or weaving 
during the winter; and most of them, indeed, were forced by their 

1 When land was gold or inherited the tax due the lord generally equaled about a 
year’s produce. 

* See page 95. 
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meager resources to lease some additional land from a lord, who 
provided the seed and stock and was repaid by half—sometimes 
even more—of the crop. Many of these mblnyers , as they were 
called, eked out but a bare existence. Saddest of all, however, 
was the case of the rural laborers, for their lots (when they had 
any at all) were too small to be life-sustaining, and employment— 
not always to be had—brought a pitifully low wage. Agriculture 
was also very backward, as the peasant had little capital, and 
there were few large estates with inte nsive cultivation as existed 
in England at this time. Nevertheless, in England the small pro¬ 
prietor was rapidly dying out. In France he was poor and rather 
hopeless; yet he was the progenitor of the free peasant proprietor 
of today. 

The middle class or bourgeoisie embraced, as we know, most of Range of the 
the intellectuals, the business element (whether commercial, in- mui e * 
dustrial, or financial), and most of the government officials. They 
formed a very wide “ middle , 1 ” so to speak, since at the top we 
find a group who by reason of their fortunes were likely to become 
merged with the second estate, while at the bottom the tailor's 
apprentice or the courtier's lackey was hardly better off than the 
average tiller of the soil. The strength of such a class lay not in 
its unity (for it had none) but in that element possessing wealth— 
to which we must add in the eighteenth century a few intellectuals, 
who furnished the moral leadership. 

But while the development of capitalism had affected both in- The artisans 
dustry and commerce, the outlook of the mercantile element was demyof 
really rather circumscribed. Industry was still under the deadening the 
grip of the gilds, which, in turn, were held in the still more deaden¬ 
ing grip of the government. Before the advent of machinery the 
master worked with his men, but an industrial household was by 
no means a happy community of workers under a sympathetic 
chief. The journeymen, or skilled worker, had little chance to 
become a master, who usually found means to give the succession 
to a son or son-in-law; and while his working day was long (often 
fifteen to eighteen hours), his wages were low ip proportion to the* 
cost of living. On the lowest scale in the shop was the apprentice, 
who, in order to learn a trade, bound himself to the master for a 
term of years (anywhere from four to eight) and received board 
and lodging as his sole remuneration. He was not supposed to 
leave the shop without permission, might be required to do any- 
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thing, and was, in short, the butt of the establishment. He had, 
however, the prospect of becoming a journeyman if he made good. 
Yet there is irony in the fact that the artisans who were masters 
were not much better off than the men who served them. In very 
truth they had paid dearly through the years for the governments 
protection. Even Colbert, the greatest believer in the gilds, had 
bled them for the confirmation of their privileges (this was to help 
defray the cost of the Dutch War), and under Louis XV the 
license fees became so excessive that many of the gilds became 
bankrupt—another example of the readiness of a needy govern¬ 
ment to strike at the sources of wealth for the sake of some ready 
cash. Some of the masters were driven by penury to become no 
more than hired employees of a merchant, who regularly supplied 
them with raw materials, and compelled them for a fixed wage to 
work from early dawn till far into the night. This was the so- 
called “domestic system” (already mentioned), which even in 
France was beginning to undermine the gilds; and it is hardly 
strange that under the influence of new ideas the government 
finally in 1762 allowed persons outside of towns where gilds existed 
to engage in industrial production without belonging to a gild 
provided they conformed to certain general regulations. Mean¬ 
while, already there had arisen, side by side with the small shops 
under gild regulation, some larger units, rudimentary factories, 
employing hundreds of workmen, and sometimes—in the case of 
certain establishments in northern France—making some use of 
machinery. It is clear that the classic system of production was 
slowly dying, and if the French Revolution were not to deal it a 
mortal blow, the Industrial Revolution would certainly do so. 
Position While the artisans, encased in the gild system, had no chance of 
ofthtmiddie becoming affluent, many of the large producers had amassed 
considerable wealth, and capital was employed more widely in the 
BwSiSSn ®*£kteenth century than ever before. Still more wealthy were the 
farmers of the taxes, who were often the chief creditors of the crown. 
Then many merchants had enriched themselves from the over-sea 
trade. In the traffic with the Levant the French had quite out¬ 
distanced the British, and the volume of commerce with the 
French West Indies had increased at least tenfold since the begin¬ 
ning of the eighteenth century. Generally speaking, if we except 
the situation of most of the peasants (though even this is a die- 
putable point), economic conditions in France had generally im- 
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proved since the death of Louis XV, and as the peasants were not 
the class that was stirred into action, we cannot seek in economic 
distress the cause of the French Revolution. Rather it was because 
the upper layers of the bourgeoisie were discontented with their 
lot. Responsible as they were in large measure for the general 
prosperity, indispensable to a government that had to borrow in 
order to live, and holding innumerable positions in the administra¬ 
tion, they felt that they should not be excluded from the highest 
political honors—still practically the preserve of an idle and ill- 
educated nobility. Despite the influence of certain philosophers 
(notably Montesquieu) to which some of its number undoubtedly 
succumbed, it is by no means an established fact that as a class the 
bourgeoisie disapproved of absolute monarchy in principle. When 
the crown tried to liberate trade from its shackles, many of this 
class were disposed to view it as an instrument of their own, and 
were ready to give it backing if it showed a real stability. But 
certainly the bourgeoisie wanted a monarchy shorn of its frills, 
that is, liberated from the influence of an arrogant and for the most 
part worthless privileged class. It felt that worth, rather than 
birth, should be the real test of social recognition. It was, more¬ 
over, especially galling that the nobles refused to treat them as 
social equals, and the experience of Madame Roland, who, when 
invited by a nobleman to dinner, found that she was to eat in the 
servants’ quarters, was probably not exceptional. “What made the 
Revolution?” exclaimed Napoleon. “Vanity. Liberty was only 
the excuse.” Yet in taking such a position, the bourgeoisie was not 
thinking of the common man. The Revolution was an outcome of a 
struggle between classes, of a movement for social equality by the 
bourgeoisie. And for waging such a struggle the middle class was 
prompted by the spirit of the times. 

It was, in fact, an emotional reaction which came to France that 
accounts for the Revolution. The financial crisis we shall discuss 
was the occasion, but the origins lay deeper, and the storm had 
long been brewing. In other words, the conditions which called for 
drastic action—whether reform or revolution—were not new and 
were not, in general, worse then they had been (with the important 
exception of the state of the royal finances), but it was now in the 
second half of the eighteenth century that men were brought to 
realise the outworn character of many of the modes and institutions 
which constituted the Old Regime. Once this fact became clearly 
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revealed by a systematic process of thought, the bourgeoisie could 
place its case on a higher level than class interest. This spiritual 
awakening was thus the outcome of an intellectual revolt. 

The Intellectual Revolt and the Spiritual Awakening 

To trace the sources of the intellectual revolt one must go back a 
considerable period. We have noticed that Roger Bacon had 
broken new paths with b’s emphasis on observation instead of the 
old method of logical deduction from dubious postulates. Science 
had to be released from the thralldom of tradition imposed upon it 
by the Church. Then the Renaissance, as we have noticed, ques¬ 
tioned many of the existing sources of knowledge and encouraged 
the individual to do his own thinking. Most of the humanists, it is 
true, were interested much more in arts and letters than in science; 
to them the happiness of man was of far more importance than the 
secrets encased in nature. Yet that spirit of investigation which the 
Renaissance inculcated could hardly be limited to one field, as the 
great achievements of Copernicus and others so amply proved. If 
the age of Luther and Calvin produced so few discoveries and in¬ 
ventions, it was doubtless because the main stream of the Renais¬ 
sance flowed for a time out of its course into the torrent of dogmatic 
theology. In the comparative quiet which followed the religious 
struggles and the English'Wil war men turned again to science, 
and before the seventeenth century had closed it produced its 
greatest figure in the field of learning, Isaac Newton. It was this 
English scientist, who, exploring the world of nature, as Coper¬ 
nicus had done before him, proved that the universe was a great 
machine, governed by natural laws, and interpretable by mathe¬ 
matical formulae. Whilst Roger Bacon had collected his data by 
careful observation but knew not how to derive from them the 
proper conclusions, Newton’s method (to quote Dr. J. H. Randall) 
was “by analysis of observed facts to arrive at some fundamental 
principle and finally by observation and experiment to prove that 
what follows logically from the principle is in agreement with ex¬ 
perience.” Speculative hypotheses were not, in his conception, the 
points to start with; rather should one begin with the phenomena 
themselves; hence, the ground of Newton’s discoveries—such as 
the laws of gravitation. It was left for John Locke, his contem¬ 
porary and compatriot, to give more special attention to man, 
and the elect of external phenomena upon his mind* We shall not 
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take time to catalogue the various discoveries by which so many 
of the sciences took on a fresh momentum, but it may be well to 
note that physics, chemistry, bacteriology, and astronomy were 
given their solid foundations in the seventeenth century; while 
botany, physiology, and geology may be said to have followed in 
the eighteenth, and knowledge in the older sciences continued to 
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advance. It is not to be wondered that practical invention pro¬ 
ceeded apace, and that the age gave rise to the Industrial Revolu¬ 
tion. 

But we are here specifically interested in the relation of this out¬ 
burst of individualism to the political and social problems of the 
day. And here we must go back to Newton. The idea of a universe 
ordered on some rational plan led to the conviction that man him¬ 
self was part of the rational order of thinp. The stupendous laws 
which governed his existence were the work of some mystic cause; 
let it be called God—such was the position of the Deists. But apart 
from the causal function and the probable existence of a “here- 
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after,” the Deists admitted no divine intervention in human affairs. 
Once man was created, he was subject to the play of natural laws. 
But this was not all; he was also the product—as Locke had empha¬ 
sised—of his experience. This was, indeed, harking back to the 
“law of nature,” so common among the ancients, which, to quote 
an eminent jurist, “should signify the rules of conduct deducible by 
reason from the general conditions of society.” Those conditions 
must manifestly be viewed and appraised in the light of human 
experience. 

Hence we arrive at the conclusion that from observation and 
experience (taking of course, into consideration the play of natural 
forces) reason should develop; and reason must be the test of exist¬ 
ing institutions. ''Those which did not play a socially useful function 
must therefore be cast aside. This phase of the intellectual awaken¬ 
ing is sometimes known as rationalism, and it provided a criterion, 
namely reason, for estimating the value of human institutions. 
Taken even more broadly to include Rousseau (who interpreted 
what was “natural” from a somewhat different viewpoint) the 
whole movement is generally spoken of as the Enlightenment. It 
may be said to be the lens through which the Old Regime came 
to be viewed; and it might under certain conditions become the 
harbinger of revolution. 

($) The But while Newton's discovery and the reflections of empiricists 
offlhe nce bke Locke seemed to provide a basis for rationalism, this manner of 
trend^nd Nuking went back for its inspiration to deeper causes. The modem 
the reaction state, which had come to order human relationships, was an es- 
sentially practical phenomenon. Reasons of state, whether political 
or economic, had found it possible to a certain extent to break 
through the crust of a rigid social order. We have noted that the 
Renaissance not only awakened the individual intellect but seemed 
to justify a secular outlook on life. Statesmen like Richelieu, the 
Great Elector, and Peter the Great viewed everything—even 
religion itself—from a coldly practical standpoint. If indeed they 
had not imbibed the actual spirit of the Renaissance, they had 
doubtless learned to be practical in the hard school of experience. 
And so, just as Richelieu and Mazarin left the Protestants their 
religious beliefs, the rulers of Russia and Prussia welcomed men 
of different creeds to their dominions, glad to utilise their talents 
in the service of the State. Moreover, the Reformation, in striking 
at the basis of religion as it had been taught lor so many centuries, 
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led, at least in certain quarters, to a disposition to give much less 
importance to religion in human affairs. The very intensity with 
which the Religious Revolution had been waged and the bitterness 
and carnage which it had engendered inevitably produced a reac¬ 
tion. The world was beginning to be weary of theology. Hence 
when Louis XIV went back to the outworn habit of strict orthodoxy 
and even revived the unhappy practice of religious persecution, 
that feeling of revulsion appeared with redoubled strength. It was 
this fact, besides the declining greatness of the monarchy itself, 
that may explain why France contributed so powerfully to the 
intellectual awakening. 

It was religious bigotry which had first to meet the onslaughts of 
the post-Reformation period. We have mentioned Montaigne, the 
easy-going skeptic, whose philosophy of life had held no room for 
intolerance of any sort. Some of the earliest and most vehement 
proponents of religious toleration were Dutchmen who had imbibed 
the spirit of Erasmus; and it was in Holland, the land where busi¬ 
ness alone mattered, that men like Grotius could freely talk of the 
evils of intolerance. Of the seventeenth century group, which we 
may regard as the precursors of rationalism, none (unless we except 
Locke) was of such weight as Pierre Bayle, a French Huguenot who 
left his native country shortly before the Edict of Revocation and 
published his thoughts in the far safer refuge of Holland. Bayle 
insisted that religion was not an affair of the State, and that one 
could not humanly compel a man to believe otherwise than his 
conscience should dictate. In his trenchant and logical arguments 
against the tyranny of creeds, as well as his skeptical attitude of 
mind, he prepared the way for the more telling shafts of a later 
generation. 

While religious autocracy was courting the first attacks, would 
the secular institutions of the day escape scrutiny? As long as 
monarchy patronized learning and dazzled the world, it was hardly 
to be expected that even the best intellects would give deliberate 
thought to its possible limitations. And yet the seventeenth 
century is something of a turning-point, corresponding, after all, 
with the turn in Louis’ fortunes. While Locke, the great apologist 
for the u Glorious Revolution” was busily expounding the merits 
of a limited monarchy under the auspices of the middle class, 
there were some in France who were coming to believe that some¬ 
how, in view of the tribulations which Louis’ rule had brought to his 
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subjects, absolute monarchy should be tempered. The good abb6, 
FAnelon, far from subscribing to the prevalent doctrine of the 
divine right of kings, deplored the fact that people must be ruled 
by one who was as human as themselves; and in a letter to Louis 
(which he never sent or published) he vented his feelings over the 
tragic destitution which he saw on every hand. “You are afraid 
to open your eyes; you are afraid of being induced to sacrifice 
something of your own glory. This glory which hardens your heart 
is dearer to you than justice, than your own peace of mind, than the 
preservation of your people, who are dying off daily through ill¬ 
nesses caused by famine. . . Somewhat the same spirit was ex¬ 
pressed by A^auban, the great military engineer, who, moved by the 
crushing burdens which Louis’ disastrous policy had brought upon 
his people, expressed, at least by implication, his hope for a more 
just system of taxation. Such a position was, in effect, a criticism 
of “privilege”; and the king’s own financiers, though they did not 
pen their views, doubtless longed to invade the immunities of the 
feudal aristocracy. In the main, however, the writers who thought 
of political reform were anxious for a return to a limited monarchy, 
somewhat molded on the feudal pattern, with a revival of the old 
importance of the estates general and the provincial estates. Such 
a view was no doubt reactionary, and would naturally enough be 
held by any nobleman who wrote of politics, but it was something 
that even “feudalism ” was putting its case in writing. Later on the 
jurist, Montesquieu, subscribed to the same position. It was not 
till the eighteenth century that the intellectual revolt may be said 
to commence in earnest, but its sources are fairly apparent. The 
practical turn of the age, the revived activity in the field of science, 
the declining interest in religion, and the palpable shortcomings of 
certain institutions had all prepared the ground for rationalism. 

Of the earlier rationalists the most famous was Montesquieu. His 
earliest work, The Persian Letten } was a satire on French society 
in which, by taking the people of Persia as an imaginary model, he 
poked all manner of fun at a privileged aristocracy, the corruption 
of the court, and the folly of religious intolerance. Since the work 
appeared during the Regency—when much that might be danger¬ 
ous was condoned for a good laugh—its. author went unscathed. 
In 1748 appeared his more famous work, The Spirit of Laws, While 
dealing gently with monarchy in the manner we have described, 
he used his knowledge of the British system (for he had paid a visit - 
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to England) to expound the virtues, as he thought, of a separation 
of powers. “There is no liberty,” he remarked, “if the judicial 
power be not separated from the legislative and executive”; and he- 
further demanded the separation of the executive from the legis¬ 
lative—a situation which he wrongly supposed was then existent 
across the Channel. Though Montesquieu was a true rationalist in 
seeing the need of certain reforms, he showed a deeper insight in 
arguing that laws were often the product of circumstance and that 
different environments and racial characteristics made it difficult 
to generalize on what is a good law for all peoples. But some things, 
such as the severity of the criminal law and religious intolerance, 
seemed to him fundamentally objectionable, even though he made 
no pretense of drafting new reforms. Though it is true that Montes¬ 
quieu's work was subjected to much criticism by his own genera¬ 
tion, his pointed strictures on despotism gave much cheer to the 
parlementaires who were obstructing the will of the crown (not 
always wisely) during the last years of Louis XV. 

No doubt The Spirit of Laws gave considerable impetus to (2) The En- 
political and social discussion. Probably the most learned of all Nothin 
this series of philosophes was Denis Diderot, who, with the aid of a 
multitude of collaborators, published an encyclopedia, designed to 
contain the sum of human knowledge carefully strained and 
analyzed. It was also in some respects a vehicle of criticism, since 
by implication at least many existing abuses were denounced. As 
the work was twice stopped by the royal censor, nothing but 
Diderot's unflagging courage and patience (as well as, on one 
occasion, the timely intervention of Choiseul) made its completion 
possible. The work had also the effect of cementing closer ties 
between certain writers who were interested in the undertaking or 
actual contributors. The Enlightenment also spread to other 
countries. The Italian thinker, Beccaria, excoriated the rigor of 
the criminal codes in vogue, and there were several writers in Ger¬ 
many who penned denunciations of unrestrained absolutism. In 
England Jeremy Bentham showed the true spirit of rationalism in 
declaiming against the sanctity of existing institutions and advocat¬ 
ing experiment as conducive to the general good. 

Of paramount importance was a group of thinkers who sought ($) The 
to apply rationalism in the economic sphere. These writers, who conom 
called themselves the “Economists,” 1 directed their blows at 

* They were Galled at a later time the “ Physiocrats,” signifying “nature rulers, " 
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every form of governmental regulation, and traced the “natural 
laws” by which wealth distributed itself if not checked or inter¬ 
fered with by governments. Laissez-faire (let alone) may be re¬ 
garded as the watchword of this school. Belonging to the same 
general group but towering above them all was the Scottish writer, 
Adam Smith, whose great work, The Wealth of Nations (1776) was 
the most powerful indictment of mercantilism ever penned, and he 
is usually regarded as the greatest of all protagonists of free trade. 
Even before the Revolution, as we shall notice, the influence of 
these men was felt; and the first half of the nineteenth century 
was destined to become as truly the age of Smith as the second 
half of the eighteenth had been the age of Voltaire. 

«) Voltage Of this intellectual circle the most conspicuous and perhaps the 
most brilliant was Voltaire. An exceedingly prolific writer, he 
, poured forth dramas, satirical poems, historical works, essays on 
various subjects, and even an exposition of Newton. He was also a 
rare combination of man of letters and business man, and his 
profitable speculations enabled him to live the life he chose without 
recourse to a patron. Yet he was not above wire-pulling, and he 
cultivated prominent people, like Choiseul, who might help him 
escape the rigors of the censorship. Voltaire’s chief target was the 
^Church. “Annihilate the infamous thing,” he wrote, and what 
he meant was the spirit of bigotry and superstition. Even when he 
did not allege its pernicious influence, he seems to have looked upon 
the Church as a privileged nuisance. Marriage was to him pri¬ 
marily a social rather than a religious institution, and a civil 
contract, he felt, should be all that was necessary. He felt also 
that the wealth of the Church should bear its equitable share of 
taxation; and in one of his most forceful works, The Letters on the 
English , he pointed out among other things that the Church and 
nobility in England were not exempt from direct taxation. As a 

because they grounded their theories on what they believed to be “natural law,” 
They represented a sort of reaction against commerce and industry, with which 
mercantilism was chiefly concerned, considering them “sterile” because, as they 
argued, these involved merely exchange, which contributed nothing to wealth. 
They had no notion of utility or demand as a criterion of value. Their attitude of 
laissez-faire proceeded from contempt for industry rather than from reasoning, as 
in the case of Adam Smith. But while the Physiocrats believed only in tasting land 
(to them the source of all wealth), they were incensed against the unequal distri¬ 
bution of wealth and wanted to see the peasant relieved of his feudal burdens. 
Turgot (who differed from the rest of the school in not denying that industry and 
commerce were unproductive) had some chance to apply his vWs, and we shall 
find 1dm trying to make an end of the government cende. 
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reformer he plowed deeper than Montesquieu, for he did not 
hesitate to attack “privilege,” and he once violently arraigned the 
parlement of Paris for condemning an author who had written 
against feudalism. Yet he avowed his disbelief in social equality, 
and accepted class divisions as final and inevitable, A practical 
intelligence, a keen sense of justice, and a kindly streak in his 
nature made this astute cynic a ready sympathizer with anyone 
who suffered from persecution or the inhumanity of the penal code, 
and he spared no effort to get justice for many a victim of the 
existing order. Thanks to his brilliant pen, he enjoyed a celebrity 
far greater than any of the other philosopher, For nearly two 
years he was the guest of Frederick the Great; he corresponded 
with Catherine II; and his home was a Mecca for hundreds who 
came to pay him homage. No man of his time was more read or 
ffited. No one perhaps enjoyed a greater publicity, though he was 
vain enough to be often piqued by criticism. He was an odd mix¬ 
ture of courage and timidity. Deist though he was, he occasionally 
partook of the mass to soften the government’s wrath, and he 
definitely established his abode near the Swiss frontier so that he 
could easily seek refuge across the border. Yet in his slashing 
attacks on the Church and other pillars of the Old Regime he was 
something of a crusader, and everything he wrote was couched in 
the most exquisite wit—a fact which made his arrows all the more 
deadly. He was the prince of rationalists, and all the characteris¬ 
tics of the movement, its merits and defects, are displayed in his 
career. 

The idea underlying rationalism, as we have said, was that Character 
everything should bear the test of reason. Let us mark now the imitations 
manner of its application. It parted altogether with faith as an 
integral part of religion, and substituted for orthodox religion, as 
the guiding force in life, a morality concerned with social welfare. 

The critical attitude it assumed made it a priori rather hostile to 
existing conventions; at least they must prove their social worth. 

Being practical from that standpoint, it was naturally humani¬ 
tarian. In punctuating his argument that the penalty should fit 
the crime, Voltaire cited the case of a servant who was condemned 
to death for stealing some linen from a mistress who actually owed 
her money. Doubtless “reason” followed the promptings of the 
heart more than the rationalists would have admitted. The heavy 
weight of taxation upon the peasant or the burdens placed upon 
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him by feudalism ran counter to their sense of justice, while at the 
same time they could argue against these things in a perfectly 
rational spirit. One naturally deduces from their reasoning that 
man's comfort and happiness were the things most to be sought 
for in this—almost sufficient—temporal world, but not many of 
them, like Holbach 1 and Jeremy Bentham, followed the dubious 
doctrine that seeking one's own interest would lead, as a matter 
of course, to the general good. Generally speaking, the virtue that 
was most extolled was that of human kindness. With their breadth 
of outlook, the rationalists naturally tended to cosmopolitanism. 
They entirely disapproved of national wars, and, rejoicing in a 
common learning which knew no national frontiers, they formed a 
sort of universal cult, the like of which had not been felt since the 
time of Erasmus. Perhaps a product of this spirit, the German poet, 
Goethe, who flourished a little later, prided himself on feeling no 
love of country, choosing rather to attach himself in spirit to any 
land (and it happened to be France) that represented to him the 
peak of culture. Pacifism was a natural accompaniment of cos¬ 
mopolitanism, though there were many before Voltaire's day, 
who, like him, had exposed the folly of most wars. Yet, keen 
critics though they were, the rationalists were far from revolu¬ 
tionary. Most of them believed in absolute monarchy, and felt 
that the reforms they wanted could best come about from above. 
Thus Voltaire said that for his part he preferred to be ruled by one 
fine lion than by two hundred rats. 2 Most of them, on the whole, 
rather erred on the side of caution. With a wholesome respect for 
the censorship they often attacked by implication alone, and they 
frequently sought the shelter of anonymity. One gets the impres¬ 
sion that they did not always dig as deeply as they would have 
wished. Nor were they, as a whole, constructive, and Montesquieu, 
who may be regarded as the sole important exception, was indeed 
somewhat reactionary, as we have noted. But the fundamental 
defect of the rationalists was the confidence which they placed in 
human reason. They seemed to believe that anyone should be 
able to know what was best for him, and that good laws were 
all that were needed to make men happy. They failed, almost as 
much as Rousseau and the romantic school, to realize the com- 

1 Holbach was a pronounced atheist and thereby incurred the disapproval of 
Voltaire and other Deists. 

* Voltaire’s statement was made in reference to the parlement of Paris, then at 
loggerheads with the king. 
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plexity of human nature. With the exception, moreover, of Montes¬ 
quieu, they discounted the influence of the past in shaping human 
character and tendencies. Yet the historical importance of the 
rationalists was very great. They undermined respect for the 
Old Regime, and by their continuous barrage of criticism they 
made it easier for later thinkers to try their luck at really intelli¬ 
gent building. It is not certain that, but for the rationalists, there 
would ever have been a Rousseau. 

It was in the last decade before the outbreak of the French 
Revolution that a somewhat different spirit seemed to captivate a 
society which had gorged itself on “reason.” This change was 
due to the advent of a new figure in the public eye, Jean Jacques 
Rousseau. Of all the imn who have made modern history, there 
is hardly one whose intellect was more warped by faults of char¬ 
acter. A moral pervert, with an ego constantly aggravated by 
morbid introspection, and in his later years a victim of paranoia, 
Rousseau was probably a pathological case, and with all his flashes 
of genius, he was always strongly impelled by his emotions. Thus 
may we account for many of his contradictions. An ardent sym¬ 
pathizer with the masses, he lacked the ability to adapt himself to 
any social group. Profoundly interested in education, he, never¬ 
theless, sent his own (illegitimate) children to a foundling asylum. 
Intolerant of restraint and often banned for his incendiary ideas, 
he nevertheless expounded religious views which opened the way 
for persecution. 1 A man of intense moral fervor, he committed 
almost every sin in the decalogue. Perhaps these curious kinks in 
his character are partly to be explained by his neglected childhood 
and by the vagabond life which he led in his youth; indeed he never 
quite ceased to be a vagabond, and though as often befriended as 
repulsed, he accepted kindness without gratitude just as he bore 
hardships with the feeling that his innocence was powerless to 
protect him against circumstance. It was a proof of the growing 
esteem for men with ideas that such a person as Rousseau, self- 
educated and always boorish in his manners, should have obtained 
en entree by the back door, as one writer puts it, to the intellectual 

1 Perhaps because of his Genevan background, Rousseau was deeply religious, 
though not in the orthodox sense. He recommended a “civil religion,” the “dog¬ 
mas” of which were belief in God (according to the Deist conception), in immortal¬ 
ity, in “the happiness of the just and the punishment of the wicked," and in the 
“sanctity of the social contract and the laws.” But “if any one,” he writes,“after 
publicly recognising these dogmas, behaves as if he does not believe them, let him 
be punished by death.” Yet in the next paragraph he denounces intolerance. 
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World of Paris, that charmingly witty society which looked upon 
itself as the censor of the age. But Rousseau could not find in it 
any affinity. Abnormally shy, completely devoid of a sense of 
humor, painfully lacking in self-control, and intolerant of all criti¬ 
cism, he could not live in peace with the other philosophers, who, 
even when they did not agree with him, fully recognized his worth, 
and were broad enough to give his sentiments a full hearing. 
Yet the very fact of his handicaps—his personality, his poverty, 
and the views that he held in an age that was moving slowly— 
__ must attest to his vigor¬ 
ous self-confidence and the 
brilliance of his often curi¬ 
ously distorted imagina¬ 
tion. 

In contradistinction to 
most of the rationalists, 
Rousseau was deliberately 
constructive. His vivid im¬ 
agination pushed through 
the frequently shoddy and 
outworn accumulations of 
history and looked beyond 
to a new order. He could 
do this the more readily, 
moreover, because, unlike 
the rationalists, he did not 
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moved by his emotions. 

Rousseau was at bottom a sentimentalist. His principal theory, 
stated in a nutshell,'was that man was essentially good, but cor¬ 
rupted by civilization; take him back to a simpler existence and 
give him the advantage of a proper education and he might be 
expected to act wisely. Holding as he did this exalted view of 
mankind, he felt that it was in the people that sovereignty should 
properly rest. He imagined that in some remote age men had del¬ 
egated their sovereignty to the community of which they were a 
part, that then a prince usurped this sovereignty, but that it still 
properly resided in the community, which might depose the prince 
if he failed to do his duty. Such was the baric theme of the Social 
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Contract , published in 1762, and destined to be the gospel of radi¬ 
cal revolutionists* “ From whatever side we approach our princi¬ 
ple/' he writes, “we reach the same conclusion: that the social 
contract sets up among the citizens an equality of such a kind 
that they all bind themselves to observe the same conditions and 
should therefore all enjoy the same rights.” He laid great stress 
on what he termed the “general will,” which may perhaps be 
understood as the freedom of the sovereign people operating as a 
sort of intuitive desire for the general welfare, but which in prac¬ 
tice might not always display good judgment (it depended, he 
inferred, on the level of education), and which (alas for the “nat¬ 
ural rights” of man!) must be interpreted by the majority. As 
Rousseau disapproved of parliaments (“the people cannot be 
represented”), wo may presume that he would have approved of 
the referendum as the best device for eliciting the general will* 
There is so much that is abstract and even sometimes contra¬ 
dictory in Rousseau that it is hard, indeed, to state his position 
precisely. There .was little in his philosophy that was original 
(the compact theory, for instance, had often been expounded), 
and his views were neither scientific at bottom nor always logical 
in exposition. Out of sorts with himself and the world, he must 
have enjoyed to the full his tirade against civilization, and it was 
characteristic of the man that he did not qualify his criticisms. 
Despising as he did the government of Louis XV and the hollow 
and cynical society of his day, he looked to the suffering masses 
as the rightful possessors of sovereignty, and believing as he did 
in the essential goodness of man, he explicitly evoked the principle 
of equality. Yet Rousseau profoundly dreaded revolution, and now 
and then his caution was as amazing as it was futile. He frankly 
agreed with Montesquieu that the same form of government was 
not suited to all states; he admitted that popular sovereignty was 
only workable in a very small community and where men were 
approximately equal in rank and fortune; and he showed a pro¬ 
found respect for law and even for the rights of property, though 
he felt that man’s original equality in property rights had perished 
when someone had begun to seize some land for his own enrich¬ 
ment. But it did not really matter what one thought of Rousseau’s 
arguments. It was the spirit of his writings, more than the letter, 
that really counted. He wanted men to be natural. He wished the 
child to develop spontaneously, and in his plea for a less fettered 
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and less stereotyped instruction, he is pointed to as the founder 
of modem methods of education. He was the champion of the 
simple life, the ardent lover of the beauties of nature, the pro¬ 
moter of romanticism—letting the spirit soar above the cold 
facts of reason. It seemed as if the very novelty of his preaching 
(his works included a romantic novel) had the effect of taking 
people out of themselves. Above all he inspired men to believe in 
democracy and equality, and seemed to open to the individual a new 
world. 

In a sense the exhilarating genius of Rousseau was like a breath 
of fresh air coming into an atmosphere redolent of decay and of an 
excess of the conventional and commonplace. But to minds already 
open to the idea of change the airing of radical views could hardly 
have been a shock. Not every bourgeois had yet become a ration¬ 
alist, but so large a number was reading the works of Montesquieu 
and Voltaire (not to mention the lesser lights), that we may be 
justified in speaking of a public opinion—meaning by that a vigor¬ 
ous, restive attitude of dissent from many of the principles and 
practices of the Old Regime. The salons were, of course, a clearing¬ 
house for the ideas of most of the philosophers, many of whom 
were regular habitues. Later discussion clubs —societes de pensee 
they were called—were formed not only in Paris but in many of 
the provincial centers. Then there were the Masonic lodges in 
some of the larger towns, where all the more radical theories re¬ 
ceived a vigorous airing. Many of the future orators of the Revolu¬ 
tion belonged to these organizations, and doubtless had already 
acquired a local fame. Finally, an increasing number of brochures 
appeared from the pen of anonymous writers following up the 
writings of the greater lights, somewhat like the foamy trough 
that follows in the wake of a steamer. In the ’eighties, after the 
leading salons had ceased to be held, the homes of rich financiers 
were often a center for the gathering of intellectuals—the meeting- 
place for new and more radical opinions. By this time interest in 
Rousseau had almost superseded the earlier vogue of rationalism, 
and the triumph of the American Revolution had seemed to show 
that his ideas were capable of application. 

Generally speaking, public opinion was the affair of the middle 
class, more particularly the lawyers, wealthy business men, and 
some of the government officials. Yet its range also included a 
few nobles like Lafayette, and, what was perhaps more interesting, 
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it was beginning to include the masses. While it is true, of course, 
that the mass of the nation could not read (the number of pri¬ 
mary schools was small in proportion to the total population), 
nevertheless there were plenty of people of humbler calling who 
had heard of the new ideas and discussed them on a street corner 
or in the public square. “Life overflowed in the eighteenth cen¬ 
tury street, and a funny story or daring idea flew from mouth to 
mouth.” Even some of the parish priests are known to have been 
readers of the Encyclopedia , and the real import of their influence 
is still unknown. At all events, it seems evident that the number 
of centers for the generation of a public opinion were steadily 
multiplying, and that even the masses—at all events the urban 
proletariat—were coming to be articulate. There was no plotting 
of revolution, but there was undoubtedly a serious undercurrent 
of unrest. 

It must not be supposed that Church and State were entirely 
unmoved by all this ferment. The occasional vigor of the censor¬ 
ship seemed to show that there was always a limit to the govern¬ 
ment’s patience. But in general the king’s ministers, especially 
those of Louis XVI, seemed disinclined to court unnecessary 
trouble. Somewhat earlier Pompadour and Choiseul had actually 
patronized the philosophers, but in Louis XVI’s time it was 
rather more dangerous to play with fire. No doubt the fact that 
some of the ministers themselves were mildly permeated with the 
new ideas, and the fact that “society”-—or at least its thoughtful 
elements—-had given them something of a vogue had much to do 
with dampening the censor’s ardor. Now and then, it is true, a 
pamphlet would be burned, but not till after the mischief had 
been done. Indeed the decrepit government of Louis XV had 
allowed the movement to gather too much strength in the be¬ 
ginning. Was it not conceivable, then, that the government of 
his successor might steal some of the thunder of the reformers and 
yield in some measure to the Enlightenment? Was it too late for 
absolute monarchy to save itself by reform? 

It is interesting to observe that throughout Europe various 
monarchs had been touched by the Enlightenment. Not only 
had many of them read the works of Voltaire and others but two 
of them, Frederick the Great and Catherine II, had come into 
direct contact with members of the philosophic group. Voltaire, 
as we have said, visited Frederick the Great, Diderot went on a 
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mission to St. Petersburg, and both these monarchs corresponded 
with certain of the philosophers. Both monarchs prided them¬ 
selves on being patterns of the Enlightenment. Yet when it came 
to putting thoughts into action, neither Frederick nor Catherine 
was willing to proceed very far. With all due notice of a few 
reforms in Prussia it seems evident that with Frederick as with 
Catherine “enlightenment” was something of a pose. Only in 
Portugal, Spain, Denmark, Tuscany, and Austria was reform 
seriously attempted. In Joseph II benevolent despotism reached 
its highest level, but with him, for various reasons already men¬ 
tioned, it met with complete disaster. But what of France- 
accustomed leader in the world of culture and classic home of the 
Enlightenment? 

Of all nations France should have been the home of enlightened 
monarchy. Most of the philosophes themselves had cherished the 
belief that only through the crown should the reforms that they 
desired be achieved. It is a testimony of the influence of this cult 
that even in the days of Louis XV the government had earnestly 
tried to free the grain trade from its trammels, 1 and in the parallel 
sphere of industry it had undermined the gilds, as we have noted. 2 
When Louis XVI came to the throne of his unmourned predeces¬ 
sor, a spontaneous feeling of hope seemed to spring from every 
heart. Moreover, the new king’s ministers were certainly a good 
omen. With Turgot, the liberal economist, the experienced and 
successful intendant, as head of the finances, Louis seemed to 
have chosen the likeliest instrument for effecting a reformation 
in the disordered life of the monarchy. The King promised him 
his backing, and Turgot commenced his task. Though popular 
prejudice had thwarted the former attempts to free the grain 
trade, Turgot did not hesitate to resume the policy. He also went 
further than his predecessors and attempted to destroy the gilds. 
The explanation of his failure will be presently considered. It is 
important, however, to realize that Turgot’s energy and enlighten¬ 
ment were by no means a unique example of the government's 
good intentions. Some of his successors were responsible for re- 

1 Grain might be shipped freely throughout France and even exported to foreign 
countries when a stable price was assured the home consumer. Unhappily bad 
harvests followed these edicts (1763-4) and it was popularly believed that specula¬ 
tors had cornered the market, causing the high cost of bread. There was so great 
an outcry that the government suspended its edicts. Later Turgot was to encounter 
much the same experience. 

2 Page 250. 
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forms in an effort to do justice to various elements in the popula¬ 
tion or for the purpose of rendering the government more efficient. 
But when all has been said, the actual results of benevolent des¬ 
potism were slight, and it became increasingly clear that the 
monarchy lacked the courage to take the steps that would have 
assured its own salvation. 

In the first place, Louis XVI, with all his kindness of heart, 
had a sluggish mentality, and what was more, a weak will. Where 
the situation called for the boldness and tenacity of a Joseph II 
plus the finesse of a Catherine the Great, Louis had not even the 
latent capacity of his grandfather. The government which he 
headed seemed willing enough to bend to the Enlightenment, but, 
as in the previous reign, there was a lack of any reasoned, clean- 
cut policy. The monarchy alternately smiled and frowned on 
rationalism. It lacked the moral courage to fight on either side of 
the issue. In the second place, the state of the finances, which 
we have already described, was fast approaching bankruptcy. 
Mild measures of relief, which might have sufficed a century 
earlier, were now no longer practicable. The crown must attempt 
the heroic or would perish. One of two things, and possibly both, 
were necessary: either the government must drastically retrench, 
put a check on the court’s extravagance, and curtail the long 
list of pensions, or it must tap new resources. But in either case— 
and here is the third cause of the monarchy’s plight—the sacrifice 
must be borne by the privileged classes. The time had come 
when only by overriding the claims of feudal tradition could the 
monarchy find the revenues to go on. But realizing the opposi¬ 
tion that must ensue, one can readily see how hopeless was this 
problem for a Louis XVI. Absolute monarchy was revealing its 
fatal flaw—the fact that sovereignty depended on the accident 
of heredity. 

It was, in fact, the stifling influence of the upper classes, pressing 
constantly on a weak king and a frivolous queen, that blocked 
every avenue of escape from the dilemma. Turgot had tried man¬ 
fully to put order into the finances; he had bravely imposed econ¬ 
omies, and had been so far successful as to reduce the annual 
deficit by more than a third; then, in order to give the nation a 
better chance to exploit its resources, he had for the moment 
abolished the gilds as well as the corvfa (that levy on the peasants 1 
time), and had embarked on various measures to free internal 
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trade. But the minister soon saw, if he were not actually aware 
of it from the first, that he would have to encroach upon “priv- 
ilege,” and when he sought to put through a land tax, falling on 
all classes alike, the uproar which had been gathering from all 
the elements whose interests or prejudices had been attacked by 
the reckless minister now reached a fatal climax. Exerting their 
influence through the Queen, the courtiers persuaded Louis to 
dismiss him. Doubtless Turgot, like Joseph II, had attempted 
too much at one time, but it was hard for a man to be patient 
when he saw so much to be done, and there was something 
strangely prophetic in the warning he uttered to the King. “Do 
not forget, Sire,” was the minister’s parting comment, “that 
weakness cost Charles I his head.” The crown had taken a sui¬ 
cidal step, for Turgot, perhaps alone among his contemporaries, 
might conceivably have saved the absolute monarchy. From now 
on the rickety government was headed for final collapse. Well 
might Voltaire say, when he heard of Turgot’s fall: “I am as one 
dashed to the ground. Never can we console ourselves for having 
seen the golden age dawn and perish. My eyes see only death in 
front of me, now that Monsieur Turgot is gone.” 

In truth the absolute monarchy sounded its own death knell 
when Turgot was dismissed. His immediate successors, such as 
Necker (a banker called to the helm because he could borrow on 
his personal credit) were men of far inferior capacity and merely 
kept the government afloat by temporary expedients. Mostly 
it was by borrowing, and such was merely sinking deeper into 
the slough. Moreover, the War of American Independence was 
a boomerang for the monarchy, not only because it popularized 
liberal ideas, but especially because it augmented the public debt 
by fifteen hundred million livres. But embarrassments only in¬ 
creased after Necker’s fall. A subsequent comptroller of the 
finances, Calonne, allowed—and perhaps encouraged—a new out¬ 
burst of extravagance, and both the debt and the deficit mounted 
to still higher levels. Reckless courtier though he was, Calonne 
saw that such a policy could not continue. 

It became increasingly evident that a crash was close at hand. 
Calonne was forced to the conclusion that the only possible solu¬ 
tion was to levy on “privilege.” Since neither he nor the King, 
however, possessed sufficient courage to take so drastic a step 
by dint of the royal fiat, Calonne persuaded the King to call an 
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assembly of notables. If only the privileged class, once they learned 
of the monarchy’s plight, would signify their willingness to be 
taxed, then indeed the crisis might be passed and the monarchy 
might scramble to its feet. The meeting of the assembly of no¬ 
tables in 1787 was pregnant with possibilities. Instead, however, 
of leading to the rescue of the government, it marked the beginning 
of the insurgence of the privileged classes against the monarchy. 

Calonne's concrete proposal was a land tax which should fall 
on all classes without distinction. Besides this, he revived many 
of Turgot’s other measures —the abolition cf tariffs on provincial 
frontiers, the freedom of the grain tiade from government regula¬ 
tion, and the immediate reduction of the taille. There was at 
once, of course, objections to these proposals, more especially to 
the new tax. To put all classes on an equal footing “would,” 
declared the notables, “destroy the [existing] hierarchy, neces¬ 
sary to the maintenance of the monarchy.” Such was, of course, 
specious reasoning, but when the assembly attempted to learn 
the exact condition of the finances, it immediately put the 
minister on the defensive. When he finally confessed a deficit of 
112,000,000 livres, the notables simply refused to be convinced 
and proceeded to demand proof. For some reason—probably 
because his books were in a muddle—Calonne refused, pleading 
that the king had accepted the* figures and that was enough. In 
vain he appealed to the patriotism of the assemblage; the notables 
would have none of his new tax. The upshot of the episode was 
so fierce a storm of protest that Louis finally yielded, and dis¬ 
missed Calonne from office. 

If Calonne had found the notables intractable, it was not likely 
that his successor, Brienne, would find them any less so. In fact, 
after failing once more to get a full report on the finances, they 
declared themselves unable to give advice, and hypocritically 
bewailed the taxpayer’s lot. There was, therefore, nothing left 
for the King to do but to dissolve them. But the meeting had 
held the germ of the French Revolution. One of the nobles pres¬ 
ent, the Marquis of Lafayette, whose adventurous soul had en¬ 
joyed the atmosphere of revolution across the seas, had dared to 
declare for the calling of an estates general. 

The demand for an estates general—now for the first time 
raised as a national issue 1 —following as it did the refusal of the 

1 It had, however, been demanded by the parlement of Bordeaux in 1785. 
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notables to advise an attack on “privilege/' seemed to indicate 
that the upper classes were determined to limit the power of the 
crown. The estates general was a much more august body than the 
notables, and though it would include representatives of the third 
estate, the fact that two orders were constituted of the upper 
classes would presumably insure their mastery of its proceedings. 
On the part of these magnates the whole movement was appar¬ 
ently reactionary—a revival of the old elements of opposition to 
the crown; but the fact of immediate importance was the moral 
collapse of the monarchy. 

And meanwhile the movement was beginning to reach the other 
section of the nobility. Brienne, having decided to institute the 
proposed tax by royal enactment, was confronted with the resist¬ 
ance of the parlement of Paris. When requested to register the 
tax, the magistrates demanded the submission of a report on the 
finances, declaring also that “the nation alone, in an estates 
general assembled, can consent to a perpetual impost”; and on 
July 24, 1787 it formally demanded an estates general. Thus did 
the nobles of the robe join the nobles by birth in a deliberate move¬ 
ment to embarrass the crown and curtail its authority. For the 
moment the King showed fight and the parlement was ordered 
summarily into exile. But methods by which the crown had for¬ 
merly coerced its judges were apparently futile now. Other tribu¬ 
nals took up the cause of the parlement and pronounced the tax 
illegal. Brienne then finally yielded and the parlement was re¬ 
called. But the government was no nearer to a solution of its 
problems. The parlement merely reiterated its demand for an 
estates general. One of the older members brought their case to 
the King himself: “Your ministers, Sire, wish to avoid the estates 
general because they fear its surveillance. But their hopes are 
vain. The needs of the State will force you to convoke it within 
two years.” 

So frank an utterance but exemplifies the declining respect for 
the sovereign. It must be realized, too, that the parlement, not¬ 
withstanding the dubious character of its resistance (for its mem¬ 
bers were a selfish caste, mainly interested in showing their power), 
had seemed to excited citizens the veritable champions of all 
classes in a struggle with arrogant despotism. The increasing 
unpopularity of the Queen (who was usually Warned for every¬ 
thing) also fanned the public fury and reacted against the govern- 
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ment. Hopeless to put through the tax, and for the moment only 
anxious for new loans to meet current expenses, the King finally 
consented to the calling of the estates general within five years. 
When further resistance developed—the parlement demanding 
an immediate convocation—the government took the desperate 
course of attempting a reorganization of the judiciary. But after 
the parlement had been forced to register this new decree, the 
provincial parlements joined the revolt. So great had become the 
public agitation by this time chat the provincial estates of Dau- 
phiny, long suppressed by royal action, now resumed its functions, 
and not only sent a petition to the king, demanding an estates 
general but took an oath to pay no taxes till the assembly was 
convoked. 

The crown was at its wits’ end. There was scarcely any money 
in the treasury; current interest on the government debt could 
not be met; and a loan could not be covered. Bankruptcy was at 
hand. Hence, on July 5,1788 Louis XVI issued a call for an estates 
general, the elective representatives of the nation. The way was 
opened for revolution. 
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merits of the assembly. 
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Question of fundamental rights; Destructive work of the assem¬ 
bly; Constructive work of the assembly: (1) organization of the con¬ 
stitutional monarchy, (2) immediate solution of the financial problem, 

(3) the Civil Constitution of the Clergy; Momentary ascendency of 
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2 . THE CLIMAX OF THE REVOLUTION—THE FALL OF MON¬ 
ARCHY AND THE CLASH WITH EUROPE 
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Growth of popular unrest; R61e of the Jacobin Club; Instability of the 
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C. The Supbemacy of the Populace and the Downfall of the “Bouh- 
geois Monakchy” 

Intervention of the populace and the beginning of mob rule; Influence of 
the national crisis; Downfall of the monarchy; The September Massacres; The 
National Convention and the establishment of the First Republic; Girondins 
vs. Jacobins; Fall of the Girondins—the eclipse of the middle class. 


Since adequate reform in the Old Regime seemed slow and 
almost impossible of attainment, it may be fortunate for the world 
that revolution overtook society and thus accelerated the march 
of civilization. The reason why this movement that was to rev¬ 
olutionize political and social relationships in Europe had its 
beginnings in France has already been noted. Like most revolu¬ 
tions, it was not deliberately planned, but was precipitated by 
the course of events; and it was some time, indeed, before people 
realized that it was a revolution—still less that it was likely to 
involve Europe. Naturally its influence in the broader sphere 
would depend on the ultimate course of the movement in France. 
It was in France that the absolute monarchy of the Old Regime 
haJ broken down. 

Tin; Rlgi.nlration of France 

We have noticed that the bankruptcy of the monarchy, together 
with its lack of moral courage, had resulted in surrender to the 
demand for an estates general. \7e have also noticed that it was 
the privileged classes which had forced this surrender, not with 
any idea of establishing a popular r6gime or civic equality, but 
rather with a view of strengthening their own position. With a 
blindness characteristic of a class that lived in the past, they did 
not see that their own interests were really bound up with the 
monarchy, and to attack absolutism was to expose the citadel of 
“privilege” to a like assault. We can only think that they ex¬ 
pected to dominate the coming estates general, and did not ap¬ 
preciate for the moment the extent of the moral upheaval. 

Less active than the nobles at the outset, the members of the 
middle class were, after all, the kernel of what we have called 
“public opinion.” It was they who had brought about the intellec¬ 
tual awakening; it was they who had circulated opinions through¬ 
out the land; and they who took the keenest interest in the coming 
assembly. As has already been said, their chief enemy was “privi¬ 
lege.” When Necker had published in 1781 what purported to be 
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an account of the state of the finances, it was the long pension list 
there disclosed, that seemed to aggravate the bitterness which this 
class already cherished against the monarchy as a protector of 
“privilege.” That they had any rooted dislike of monarchy in 
principle may be doubted, but if it were necessary to limit mon¬ 
archy in order to rid it of this fungus, then monarchy should be 
placed under some sort of shackles. But it is doubtful if at this 
point—that is, when the estates general was called—many of the 
bourgeoisie really knew exactly what they wanted. Some control 
over the finances—the determination of the sources of revenue and 
the manner in which it should be spent—was something on which 
the class was ready to insist; otherwise the meaning of a “constitu¬ 
tion” was for the future to determine. But in any case the impor¬ 
tant immediate fact was that they and not the nobles were rapidly 
assuming command of the situation. We must now follow the 
course of events which opened the drama of revolution. 

The Assumption of Leadership by the Middle Class and the Opening 
of the Revolutionary Drama 

The decree of council of July 5,1788, which had definitely called Immediate 
the estates general, followed by that of August 8, which summoned 
it to meet on May 1, 1789, was of tremendous moral significance. *“^22 °* 
Unquestionably it betokened a defeat for the monarchy and general 
marked a definite shifting of the moral leadership from the crown 
to the nation as a whole. To the general public—for one may now 
use the term to include a very large constituency—the act seemed 
almost like a mystic “open-sesame.” What might not this historic 
assemblage accomplish? No estates general had met for a period 
of one hundred and seventy-five years—none within the memory 
of any living man; nor could the oldest man in the kingdom have 
heard an account of the previous one from his great-grandfather. 

Naturally enough, it seemed that if this strange, bygone institu¬ 
tion were now to be revived, great events must surely follow. 

France would be regenerated. 

In fact so completely had this ancient institution passed out of The t 
men's calculations that the government itself had only a vague IrwnMwn 
idea of how it should be constituted. Hence it instituted a com¬ 
mission to search through the records, while it also invited anyone 
who could to furnish information. As a matter of political tactics 
such a move was probably unwise, for it encouraged speculation 
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among all classes of society, and those who looked forward to con¬ 
trolling the assembly were encouraged to press their claims. The 
crucial question was whether the estates general should resolve 
itself into three separate chambers, as had been the case in 1614— 
in which case the first and second estates (comprising deputies of 
the privileged classes) would outvote +he third—or whether they 
should meet and vote as one body. In the latter case, provided 
the third estate was given a preponderance in numbers, and pro¬ 
vided some at least of the lower clergy would vote with them, the 
middle class might be expected to control the assembly. Naturally 
the privileged classes clamored for the first alternative, while 
a group of the middle class, who had organized for the campaign 
as the so-called “National Party,” agitated for the second and 
more revolutionary device. 

The crown was alone qualified to decide this question, but Louis 
seemed incapable of any decision, and the minister on whom he 
relied was ever a shifty opportunist. To succeed Brienne (whose 
position had become untenable) the King had recalled Necker, 
and it was to him that he had confided the intricate problem of 
getting together the estates general. Not wishing to offend the 
privileged classes, Necker delayed till the end of the year all posi¬ 
tive instructions. In the meantime the parlement of Paris had 
shown its true colors by declaring for the former usage of separate 
meetings of the three orders—thus proving more clearly than 
ever how ridiculous had been the assumption that it was the cham¬ 
pion of the people. Necker even called back the notables again, 
and they, as might be expected, declared for precisely the same 
solution. Convinced, nevertheless, that he must yield a point un¬ 
less he were to lose that public esteem which he had done so little 
to deserve, he caused it to be announced toward the close of the 
year that the third estate should have as many deputies as both 
the other orders combined. But of the more important question, 
how the estates should meet, whether as one body or three, he 
said nothing. It was something, however, that the crown promised 
control of taxation by the estates general (was absolute monarchy 
really abdicating?), as well as other reforms. On the other hand, 
he explicitly upheld “privilege. ” Such a policy of trimming meant 
that Necker was wholly unequal to the task of enabling the crown 
to recover the leadership. The inevitable result was a struggle 
between the privileged and unprivileged for the control of the 
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estates general. As one writer put it in January, 1789, “It is no 
longer but very secondarily a question of the king, of despotism, 
and of the constitution; it is a war between the third estate and 
the two other orders/’ 

And the bourgeoisie was constantly gaining in moral power, state of 
Stimulated by the government’s queries, a flood of pamphlets opinion 
had appeared, and not only was the more democratic plan for the 
organization of the estates general widely circulated but public 
opinion was instructed as to the powers it should exercise and what 
it should demand. Agitation, moreover, redoubled, as the winter 
wore on, for a bad harvest had cause 1 acute distress in the coun¬ 
tryside, and brigandage was so rife that many provinces were ter¬ 
rorized. It was the beginning of the “Great Fear”—that terror 
of all sorts of enemies, real and unreal, w r hich later racked a coun¬ 
try already excited by revolution. In the towns, too, there was 
hardly less suffering, for a commercial treaty with England, which 
had given favored treatment to French wines but had allowed 
English textiles to come in and capture the market, had seriously 
depressed French industry and thrown thousands out of work. 

Rumor had it that there were a hundred thousand beggars in the 
city of Paris! It is no wonder that sporadic riots occurred. Yet, 
while grain was seized on some occasions by famished peasants, 
cases of actual bloodshed seem to have been rare. The government 
—perhaps wisely—allowed these fires to burn themselves out, and 
under the circumstances, considering the crisis which the country 
was passing through, the national temper was remarkably tran¬ 
quil. 

Perhaps one explanation is that, apart from those impelled by 
hunger, the public interest was focused on the elections. We shall 
not take time to describe the rather intricate arrangements pre¬ 
scribed by Necker. While the election of the deputies for the first 
and second estate was relatively simple, that of the third estate 
was indirect (sometimes very much so), and it is remarkable that 
in a country, unused to such an experience, the balloting took 
place with so few cases of violence, especially as the suffrage in the 
case of the third estate was practically universal. Most of the 
deputies chosen for the third estate were bourgeois, as might be 
expected; and though there were some prominent figures from the 
towns, there was a rather notable predominance of country 
lawyers. It was a very striking fact that the parish priests won a 
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majority of seats for the first estate, thus portending a breach in 
one of the privileged orders. In the meantime, besides the election 
of deputies, each order had the duty of preparing cahiers or 
grievances, and there is nothing more instructive of the state of 
mind in France at this critical moment. Except where they were 
coerced, the lower clergy had their fling at their arrogant superiors. 
The nobles' cahiers , while silent, of course, on the matter of “privi¬ 
lege/' joined with those of the other orders in condemning ab¬ 
solutism; and thus it appeared that a limited monarchy of some 
sort was very generally demanded. But, whereas the privileged 
classes looked back to the days of the feudal monarchy, the third 
estate wanted a more liberal constitution, and insisted that the 
estates general, meeting as one body, should create one. In some 
cases model cahiers, conveniently provided by the National Party, 
had been followed almost word for word; yet there is no reason 
to doubt the spontaneity of the grievances drafted, and such evils 
as feudalism, tax-farming, court pensions, and judicial abuses 
needed no guide to call them into expression. On the part of the 
National Party, there was a very pronounced demand for a con¬ 
stitution, in default of which the deputies were to refuse on behalf 
of the nation all payment of taxes; while most of the third estate 
(in their minds at least) were bent on securing equality with the 
nobles. Thus absolutism and “privilege" were now clearly on the 
defensive. The Old Regime was passing under the minute scrutiny 
of the people, and it seemed perchance that the “millenium” of the 
philosophers was now at hand. 

Opening of The deputies began in May to pour into Versailles, where the 
estates general was to be held, in various halls of the royal palace. 
They must have been an odd assortment—gaily attired noblemen, 
clergymen in their long robes, and thA third estate clad in somber 
black according to custom, and feeling; no doubt, very ill at ease 
at their first visit to the court. On May 3 a reception was held 
at the palace where the King officially greeted them. On the 
4th—which was Sunday—they attended mass in the royal chapel. 
On May 5 occurred the formal opening. They were first addressed 
by the King, then by one of his ministers, finally by Necker, the 
director-general of the finances. The King's speech, which he read 
but most probably had not written, alluded to the immense debt 
and the unequal burden of the taxes, which the first two orders 
would lessen by their disposition to renounce their, ancient immuni- 
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ties, and after promising retrenchments, it requested the estates 
general to “take means of re-establishing permanent order and of 
upholding the public credit”; beyond a warning against “exag¬ 
gerated innovations” it gave no hint of any idea that a new regime 
was in the making. The speech of Necker, wholly concerned with 
the immediate problem of meeting a deficit, which with sudden 
timidity he deliberately minimized (it was actually 162,000,000 
livres but he confessed only 56,000,000), was even less enlightening. 

As a French writer puts it, “he continued to believe himself face 
to face with a financial crisis when he was really confronted with 
revolution.” 

Though scarcely as yet contemplating revolution, the members The 
of the third estate were much disappointed by the opening meet- deadlock 
ing. Nothing had been said as to the manner of meeting—whether 
in three orders or one. Nothing had been said as to the extent of 
their power or how much responsibility was to be placed on their 
shoulders. Why had they been summoned, they must have won¬ 
dered. Perhaps the King and Necker wondered too. In some vague 
way the estates general was supposed to help the monarchy out 
of its financial embarrassments, but once more one is impressed 
with the fact that the crown seemed unable to grasp the leadership. 

This leadership was soon to be snatched not by the estates 
general but by the third estate. So far as one can determine, their 
deputies totaled 621 against 285 for the nobles and 308 for the 
clergy, giving the third estate a slight preponderance. If the lower 
clergy should side with them, a substantial liberal majority would 
be assured. The fundamental problem was to secure a meeting in 
one assembly—voting by individual (par tete) rather than by 
estate (par ordre). This would insure the ascendancy of the middle 
class. So, after deciding that they would not constitute themselves 
a separate chamber, they opened negotiations with the other 
orders, inviting them to join them to form one assembly. The 
lower clergy, much impressed, were almost ready to comply, but 
in the end the bishops managed to hold them back by a decision 
to give the proposals “serious examination.” Several weeks were 
spent in futile communications—save that nineteen parish priests 
finally left their order and came over. And all the time the crown 
stood idly by and did nothing. 

Finally, on June 17, the third estate took the bit in its teeth. 

If the crown would not solve the crucial question, then they would 
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Outbreak of Bolve it for themselves. Solemnly, and with full determination to 
Evolution the consequences of their acts, they passed a decree to the 

effect that, representing as they did ninety-six per cent of the na¬ 
tion, they and only they were qualified to voice its will; hence they 
constituted themselves “the National Assembly.” It was, of 
course, a step which none but the king had the legal right to take. 
The third estate was taking the law into its own hands. They even 
went so far as to deny the king the right to veto their future acts. 
Such proceedings may be said to mark the outbreak of the Revolu¬ 
tion. 

Triumph of Would these intrepid deputies have to pay for their boldness? 

dLTand* No, Louis XVI was too mild a man to treat lawlessness as most of 

imugura- his predecessors would have done. We do not even know his im- 

tton of the 

Constituent mediate reaction. But after the first estate decided by a close vote 
Assembly ^ add their numbers to the “National Assembly,” the reactionary 
elements at court induced the King to assert his authority. He 
would lay down the law to the assembly and force it to meet as 
three bodies. For this purpose a royal session should be held in a 
few days. In the meantime sessions of all the estates were sus¬ 
pended, and the hall where the national assembly was accustomed 
to meet was closed and locked. Unfortunately for the King's 
plans, the third estate had not been informed in time of this de¬ 
cision, and gathered as usual on the 20th to begin its sitting. When 
the deputies found the doors of the assembly-room barred and 
even picketed by armed guards, they regarded it as a calculated 
insult. Repairing to the in-door tennis-court near by, they took 
an oath never to separate but to meet wherever circumstances 
might demand until they had made a constitution and established 
it on firm foundations. Thus the third estate had pledged itself to 
make France a constitutional monarchy. Not the arrogant privi¬ 
leged classes but the “enlightened” bourgeoisie were to shape the 
Revolution. 

But again the crown was unequal to the situation. Louis XVI 
duly held the royal session, commanded the estates to meet hence¬ 
forth in separate assemblies, and solemnly warned his hearers 
against tampering with the property and privileges of the upper 
orders. Once more the King had made his choice, and again had 
taken the side of “privilege.” The concessions which he also 
promised-—concessions which might have been a successful basis 
for co-operation a month ago—were heard in stony silence. After 
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the first and second estates had filed from the hall, the third estate 
still lingered behind. “You have heard His Majesty’s orders,” 
said the master of ceremonies. “Know you,” answered a thunder¬ 
ous voice (it was the voice of the redoubtable Mirabeau) that 
nothing but the bayonet will avail to disperse the commoners of 
France.” Heartened by this defiance, the third estate held its 
ground. It had made itself the sovereign will of France, and it 
would not shirk the issue. 

Even the King was willing now to yield. “Well, then, let them 
stay,” he sighed. More than that, on June 26 he ordered the other 
two estates to join the third estate in forming one assembly. 
Thus the National Assembly had triumphed in the long initial 
battle. On July 6 a committee was appointed to draft a constitu¬ 
tion. Henceforth we shall speak of the “Constituent Assembly.” 
Yes, France was to be regenerated. 

But was this pleasant work of regeneration to be the monopoly 
of the few? When a revolution is unchained, will it not reach out 
to other elements of society—like the ever-widening eddies that 
follow a stone thrown into a pool? 

The Revolution as an Instrument of the Populace 

When the middle class set out to make a constitution and shape 
a new France, it might have been doubted if they would be allowed 
to monopolize this task. There were other elements in the nation 
who had an interest in this work of transformation, and what the 
Revolution might appear to the tax-ridden peasant or to the ill- 
paid journeyman might be quite different from what it seemed to 
the average comfortably-off member of the bourgeoisie. It would be 
strange indeed if some incident did not bring this latent force, the 
populace, into the Revolution. Public excitement in a time of revo¬ 
lution is far-reaching. And Paris, in particular, was inflammable 
material. Here as always, was the throbbing pulse of the nation. 

Paris was normally a town of about 600,000 inhabitants. At 
this time, however, it was greatly congested by tens of thou¬ 
sands of starving peasants who had come tq beg the govern¬ 
ment for food. Some efforts had been made by the municipal 
authorities to distribute bread among the refugees, though the 
problem had been only partially solved. Besides these victims of 
drought and a bad harvest there were also armed bandits who 
frequently broke into the city, and, despite all precautions, man- 
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aged to accomplish considerable looting. One of the two regiments 
cantoned in the city, the French guards, was so infected by rev¬ 
olutionary excitement that it was felt to be quite incapable of 
keeping order. Hence the “electors” of Paris (the men who had 
elected the deputies of the third estate) formed themselves into a 
committee, which, in co-operation with the city authorities, tried 
to plan some better means of preserving peace. To this end they 
resolved (July 11) to petition the assembly to provide as soon 
as possible a “bourgeois guard.” But as yet there was no diver¬ 
gence between the middle class and the populace. Was not the 
third estate the people’s champion? It was only as the result of a 
sudden crisis that the populace showed its hand—and then it 
was as an ally of the bourgeois assembly. 

The success which the third estate had achieved over the crown 
had been really too glorious to last. Again the reactionary in¬ 
fluences at court worked their will upon the puzzled king, and 
Louis decided that to be master of his realm he must have at his 
hand some soldiers—not the mutinous French guards but Swiss 
and German mercenaries. Accordingly, on June 26 he called up 
20,000 men and stationed them near Versailles. Whether he meant 
to intimidate the assembly or actually to dissolve it (which is not 
impossible), he certainly succeeded in giving it momentary qualms. 
Mirabeau carried a motion urging the King to recall the troops— 
to which Louis replied in substance that the troops were merely 
intended to prevent disorders, and that if the assembly felt uneasy 
at Versailles, it might retire to another town. Finally on July 11 
the King took another step. He dismissed Necker, and formed a 
new ministry composed of men of reactionary views. 

It was this news, together with hunger, midsummer heat, and 
rumors that bandits were about to break into the city, that brought 
about the July Riots. When on the 12th word reached the crowds 
who frequented the booths and shops in the gardens of the Palais 
Royal that the popular minister was ousted—the man whose 
presence in the government had been a sort of guarantee that the 
crown would keep faith with the Revolution—the excitement be¬ 
came intense. Thousands gathered in a moment. They must 
defend the assembly from this plot and the city from the bandits. 
A brush with a detachment of cavalry 1 —who wished to avoid 

1 The court seemed dased, and the mercenary troops at Versailles were not ordered 
into the city. 
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bloodshed—did not prove a serious affair, but the mob resolved 
to have arms, and numerous gun-shops, not to mention the vet¬ 
erans' home, were pillaged for weapons. Some of them also burned 
the various “barriers” or toll-stations in order that food might 
come into the city free of the hated octroi . Also a great many 
bakeries were plundered by the hungry. On the 13th the national 
guard was finally organized and managed tp keep order. But on 
the 14th a new mob was formed, which soon got out of hand, and 



From an old enoramng 

The Bastille 


resolved to get hold of the arms contained in the old fortress, 
known as the Bastille, situated in the heart of the city. For some 
time the Bastille had been chiefly used as a prison, and as such 
seemed to many the symbol of oppressive despotism (though, as a 
matter of fact, there were then but seven inmates). The comman¬ 
dant was very anxious to avoid a bloody encounter, and after 
numerous parleys, some accidental scrimmage, and the agile feat 
of two men who managed to get into the inner court and lower the 
drawbridge, he found his Swiss soldiers so insubordinate (partly 
because food was short) that he capitulated “With the honors of 
war”—a pledge which was soon violated, as he and other officers 
were mercilessly butchered. Such, in a few words, was the “taking 
of the Bastille.” 

The results of this explosion were various and important. The 
King recalled Necker, dispersed the troops, and a few days later 
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visited Paris, where he decked himself in a cockade of red, white, 
and blue*—ithat tricolor which became the badge of the Revolu¬ 
tion. Thus the crown pledged new loyalty to the people. The court, 
however, was moved in another fashion, for several nobles, includ¬ 
ing the King’s brother, the Count of Artois, scurried out of the 
country—the first of many emigrations of nobles. “The rats are 
leaving the sinking ship/’ remarked one of the revolutionary jour¬ 
nals. The bourgeoisie, or more specifically the commission of 
“electors,” warned by what might happen from a mob, reorgan¬ 
ized the old city government, now to be known as the “commune,” 
as well as completed the organization of the national guard, of 
which Lafayette, the nobleman of liberal sympathies, was made 
commandant. It was the first suggestion of the coming rift be¬ 
tween the middle class and the populace. But for the present it 
must be confessed that the populace had rallied splendidly to the 
defense of the middle class. They had saved the assembly and 
perhaps the Revolution. For the first but not the last time the 
Revolution had become the instrument of the people. More than 
that, as we shall note again, the July Riots stirred the nation, 
and greatly sharpened insurgence in the provinces. Emphatically 
the Revolution was now a popular movement. 

It was not strange that Paris found it difficult to settle down. 
Several murders occurred in the ensuing days, for Paris had tasted 
blood, and for the first time knew its power. Moreover public 
opinion—now a really dynamic force—was being molded in a 
radical direction. Hundreds of newspapers appeared—brief sheets, 
containing few news-items but many opinions, the most popular 
of which was known as The Friend of the People, written by 
a half-mad firebrand, Jean Paul Marat. Besides the gardens of the 
Palais Royal (which the Duke of Orleans had thrown open to the 
public) the cabarets or wine-shops were a nursery for the develop¬ 
ment of public opinion among the lower classes; while the bour¬ 
geoisie had its salons and also its clubs, the most famous of which, 
the Jacobin Club, became later, after it opened its meetings to the 
public, one of the greatest agencies for influencing the popular 
mind. It was no wonder, then, that Paris was in a ferment. And 
there were other reasons too. The King's cousin, the Duke of 
Orleans—“Philippe Egalitfi,” as he called himself—was hoping to 

1 Red and blue were the colors of Paris; white stood for the lilies of France. So 
the combination symbolised the union of king and people. 
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profit by the monarchy's embarrassments to oust the King and 
get the crown for himself; and a party in his pay, which at one 
time included Mirabeau and the popular leader, Danton, had 
probably much to do with inciting the populace. Moreover, the 
King's hesitation to sanction certain decrees caused some of the 
radical agitators to believe that he ought to be brought perma¬ 
nently to Paris—especially after it was learned that a regiment of 
regulars had been ordered to Versailles. Finally misery stalked 
more than ever throughout the city. The traffic in luxuries had 
suffered greatly from the continuous emigrations of the nobles, 
and unemployment was on the increase. Every day long queues of 
women stood before the bakeries to get their ration of bread, which 
was poor, dear, and scarce. By the beginning of October Paris 
was primed for another explosion. 

This time Versailles was the target. The news of an insult to the 
Revolution during an orgie at the palace, combined with the in¬ 
cendiary utterances of Marat and the more potent fact of hunger 
among the poorer element of Paris produced on October 5 a march 
of several thousand women to Versailles, bent at least on obtaining 
bread, and perhaps minded also to get the “royal baker" and bring 
him to Paris. Lafayette would fain have prevented this demon¬ 
stration, but he found to his chagrin that many of his men were 
noisily abetting it, and, rather than risk his head, he let the women 
have their way, he and the national guard following the mob at a 
discreet distance. After the crowd had reached Versailles, a jour¬ 
ney of eight miles, it was too tired at first to do more than heckle 
the assembly, but that night (or rather early in the morning) after 
some of the more turbulent elements had got drunk, there was an 
attack upon the palace and two of its guards were killed. At this 
juncture Lafayette, who had gone to an inn for a nap—“He 
slept against his king" was the way an enemy expressed it—turned 
up and ordered his guards to clear the palace. Then after the King, 
Queen, and Dauphin had shown themselves on a balcony to the 
assembled rabble, he persuaded Louis to assent to its demand 
that he go to Paris. “We have got the baker and the baker's 
wife and the baker's little boy!" so, according to legend, the 
rabble shouted. It was a weird procession—these six thousand 
“fishwives," accompanied by Lafayette and his guardsmen, 
and lugging some cart-loads of grain which they had com¬ 
mandeered, escorting the royal family to the Tuileries in Paris. 
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It has been appropriately called “the funeral march of the old 
monarchy.” 

It was the second occasion when the populace played an im¬ 
portant rdle in the Revolution. And this time it displayed more 
strikingly its power over the crown. Moreover, the middle class 
was incidentally affected, since the assembly had to follow the 
king to Paris. Henceforth the monarchy was to rest in the bosom 
of the people. Would it survive so close an embrace? 

“The King was a prisoner,” writes the French historian, Sagnac, 
“but he was still revered. He could yet find an occasion to make 
himself popular, and perhaps to moderate the course of the Rev¬ 
olution. ... All depended on his skill and courage.” But to 
expect skillful leadership from Louis was simply to assume a 
quality that he did not have. Mirabeau secretly advised him to 
leave Paris for the provincial town of Rouen, and then, calling 
the assembly to him, to invoke the loyalty of the provinces to 
support him against Paris. The result of such a maneuver—if the 
King had had the hardihood to execute it-—can only be conjectured. 
One may measure his political judgment, however, when he pre¬ 
ferred to chide the assembly for not showing itself more gracious 
to the people. But, after all, were not the provinces themselves in 
a state of upheaval? 

It was hardly to be expected that the provinces would remain 
quiet under the spell of these events. In Lyons at the beginning of 
July some unemployed artisans had burned the toll-gates in order 
to reduce the cost of living. But it was the news of the July Riots 
that set the countryside in motion. Again, as so often in the his¬ 
tory of France, Paris led the way and the rest of the nation fol¬ 
lowed. Thus an immediate effect of the July days was the perpe¬ 
tration of similar disturbances in other towns. Fortunately none 
of these urban centers in the provinces held so large a mass of 
idle or hungry workmen, and the effect of these explosions was to 
induce the middle class to remodel municipal government and to 
organize national guards after the fashion of the one in Paris. 
This reconstitution of the towns as “communes” on a more or 
less democratic basis is what is commonly called the “municipal 
revolution.” Since the authority of the intendants was paralyzed, 
it is evident that the bureaucracy, the pillar of the monarchy, 
was fast going to pieces. 

But the provinces mean, of course, chiefly the peasantry. Now 
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at last even these more sluggish members of humanity were going Uprising of 
to assert themselves. For them, above all things, feudalism was the t ^ a8an t ry 
bane. And from the middle of July on through August occurred 
sporadic attacks upon the cMteaux, partly because they sym¬ 
bolized a hateful yoke, partly because they sometimes held records 
of the peasants' servitude. But the feudal lords were not the only 
sufferers. Agents of the tax-farmers were sometimes beaten or 
killed, and the same fate befell those millers who had so often 
defrauded the peasants. The Revolution had become—even more 
than in Paris—a social upheaval. 

When the tidings of these events reached the assembly, it was of 

at once realized that something must be done. Feudalism was * eud um 
doomed, though something, of course, might be salvaged from the 
wreck. In the session of August 4 such a wave of self-sacrifice 
swept over the deputies that nobles and clergy vied with each 
other in giving up their privileges. All vestiges of feudalism, all 
the ancient equalities were swept away in a single night, and the 
tired assembly wound up its labors by proclaiming the astonished 
king the restorer of liberty. Yet with all this orgy of enthusiasm 
there had been some calculation. For the forfeiting of manorial 
rights over the peasants the privileged classes expected some com¬ 
pensation; and it was not till some years later that the peasants' 
emancipation was complete. 

In any case feudalism may be said to have perished. For, with 
negligible exceptions, the peasants no longer recognized these an¬ 
cient obligations. 1 In the meantime the provinces continued in a 
state of agitation. The Great Fear—fear of bandits, fear of the 
landlords, fear of the unknown—swept through the countryside, 
producing still further excesses. It was partly to restore order in 
the countryside that national guards had been established, and 
the bourgeoisie, some of whom had had to forfeit some feudal 
rights on lands they had purchased, took energetic steps to pro¬ 
tect property from further assault. 

Yet the middle class must have felt a malignant delight in see¬ 
ing the plight of its enemies, the upper classes. We have now to 
inquire how it was using the Revolution as an instrument in its 
own interest* 

1 Apart from feudal obligations, the case of the voluntary agreement which the 
mttayer had entered into with a lord was, of oourse, Bomewhat different, but even 
be got relief later on not so much through legislation as through the decimation of 
the landed aristocracy. 
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The Revolution as an Instrument of the Middle Class—The 
Establishment of the u Bourgeois Monarchy” 

The period of the Constituent Assembly is the period of bour¬ 
geois ascendancy, exercised through the legislature and after a 
time and to a lesser extent through the communes and national 
guards. It is the period when this class attempted to control the 
course of the Revolution--a class which because their interests 
were bound up with business and even to some extent with land 
were from the social point of view essentially conservative. Theo¬ 
retically they had no quarrel with the nobles and the Church when 
it was a question of political rights or economic power, but they 
meant to end the privileged position of these classes; and, for 
themselves, they did not choose to govern through court intrigue, 
as the upper classes had done, but rather by so remodeling the 
political institutions that they (outnumbering, of course, the 
upper classes) might control the government directly. Yet they 
had withal the difficult position of being face to face with enemies 
both above them and below them in the social order, neither of 
whom were in control of the political machinery but perhaps were 
all the more dangerous because their schemes were under cover 
and they were capable of sudden outbreaks. The conspiracy which 
had led to the July Riots is an example of the danger from the 
upper classes; the July Riots themselves, an example of the power 
which the populace could wield. Unless the members of the bour¬ 
geoisie could steer their way successfully between this “Scylla 
and Charybdis,” their predominance and their work were plainly 
doomed. For the time being at least they had their opportunity. 
The work of the Constituent Assembly was the measure of their 
statesmanship, the test of their practical skill. Looking at the 
Revolution as a whole, one sees that this first period was the 
beneficent period, when the evils of the Old Regime were swept 
away. But such is always the easier task of a revolution. It is the 
constructive work that tests its quality as a tonic for society. 
Hence we have to inquire at some length into the stability of the 
new regime. First, however, we should glance at the men en¬ 
trusted with this task. 

Character The body that set itself the task of making a new order for 
tomtituent had, unlike the English parliament, no tradition of con- 

Auembiy tinuous activity. It was the creature of circumstance.' Hence these 
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men of the middle class—products of revolution—had to learn 
the business of law-making as best they could. But being fresh at Merits of 
the task had a certain advantage. They were full of enthusiasm, the a88embl v 
and for the most part honestly wished to justify their leadership. 

It is not certain that they consciously put the interests of their 
class above higher considerations. They were, on the whole, the 
most enlightened element in the nation, and they knew it. If 
they did not take a broader view of economic justice—that is, 
give the working classes and poorer peasants new opportunities— 
one must realize that the problem of a fair, distribution of wealth 
had not seriously entered the realm oi reasoned opinion, and that 
that problem is still unsolved in the twentieth century. This 
bourgeoisie had at least a liberal philosophy, which, combined with 
a deep and unswerving instinct for order, was calculated to make 
a safe and sane revolution. 

We have little space to become acquainted with the leading Leading 
members of the assembly. Interestingly enough, the reactionaries inth™ ht%e8 
produced no capable leaders, but some of the ablest liberals were a88embl y 
of aristocratic rank. Among the bishops, Talleyrand, though an 
unscrupulous opportunist, had one of the shrewdest minds in the 
assembly. Lafayette was a sincere and courageous liberal, too vain 
of his fame to be a successful politician and possibly a bit shallow, 
yet broadened by his experience with revolution on two continents. 

Mounier, who had instigated the ‘‘tennis-court oath” and pre¬ 
sided over the drafting of the constitution, was a sober citizen who 
thought everything out, a little egotistical to be sure, but not so 
empty as to be impressed by popular clamor. Bailly, a leading 
scientist (recently made mayor of Paris); Barnave, a keen thinker 
and able debater, though rather volatile and impulsive; and 
Robespierre, the little sour-faced lawyer on the extreme left, soon 
to look beyond the hall of the assembly to the Jacobin Club where 
he divined that power lay—such also were men who stood out 
from among the mass. But easily the greatest figure of the assem¬ 
bly was Mirabeau. Pock-marked and blear-eyed, of ungainly 
form and thunderous voice, he was a person to be noticed in any 
crowd, and he once laughingly remarked that his ugliness was his 
power. After a wild and reckless youth and a reputation for not 
being always honorable in his dealings, he had been rejected by 
his own order, the nobles, but had been chosen a deputy for the 
third estate. Remarkably gifted as an orator—though his speeches 
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were often composed by others—he could sway the assembly as 
no other of its members. But he was no mere wind-bag. He had 
excellent judgment both in finance and in foreign affairs, a wealth 
of natural common sense, and a true statesman’s grasp of realities. 
Unhappily he was too outspoken in his dislike or contempt for 
most of his fellows and too heedless of impressions to be a successful 
politician; hence his failure to enjoy the full influence his capacity 
deserved. 

Demerits And it was sound leadership that this body most seriously 

assembly needed. Along with the good points it had all the defects of pioneer 
reformers. These deputies had learned their principles from the 
philosophers, notably Rousseau, but they did not know any more 
than Rousseau, how to put them into practice. Experience is 
necessary to give balance, and balance, doubly necessary during 
a revolution, is doubly hard at such a time to attain. They wasted 
precious time defining their rights—always a pleasanter thought 
than prescribing duties—while the country lapsed into anarchy. 
Enjoying their taste of power, they would not adopt any strict 
parliamentary procedure, lest it should curb their love of debate; 
and the size of the assembly was always a hindrance to dispatch. 
Moreover, being human, they liked applause, and—especially 
after the removal of their sessions to Paris—many of them fell 
victims to the galleries, and deliberately played the demagogue. 
It was not unusual for an important subject under discussion to be 
suspended by the reception of a deputation from the “ sovereign 
people”—perhaps a group of women or children. Yet one 
must always remember the difficult environment in which they 
worked, especially after the assembly had moved to Paris. On 
the whole it is less strange that they failed to accomplish more 
that was solid and good than that they accomplished as much as 
they did. 

Work of the The Constitution of 1791, as it has come to be called, was pre- 

A^emMy^ ceded by a preamble known as the “Declaration of the Rights of 
Man and Citizen.” It was natural that the assembly should first 
begin with working out its fundamental ideas, and the French 

The mind usually seems to prefer to work in that manner. It was also 
natural that men whose lives had been more or less at the disposal 
of a sovereign should now determine, in their newly won freedom, 
what they considered to be their “natural rights,” and such was 
quite in keeping with the spirit of Rousseau. The Declaration 
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(which deserves to be read in full) definitely vested sovereignty in 
the people, this sovereignty being expressed in the law, “the ex¬ 
pression of the general will,” as they put it, following Rousseau. 
“Liberty” and “property” were declared to be “natural rights,” 
and freedom from oppression was to be secured by the abolition 
of arbitrary arrest. Civic equality was guaranteed. “Men are 
born free and equal in rights” was the cardinal principle of the 
whole. It is regrettable that the assembly did not wait to see if it 
meant to realize this principle in practice. The practical Mirabeau 
felt that such views migln be intoxicating to the people; it was, he 
said, lifting a veil too quickly. Another deputy objected that “men 
are more prone to insist on their rights than to fulfill their duties,” 
and it is clear enough that this pleasant discussion drew the assem¬ 
bly’s attention away from more vital problems. Yet the Declara¬ 
tion of the Rights of Man bespoke the confidence of its authors 
that they were founding a new era, and, as a charter of democracy, 
it was to prove a moral stimulus to generations to come. The 
failure to consider all its applications may be ascribed to the fact 
that in August when it was passed people were still in the ecstatic 
stage of the Revolution. 

The beneficial work of the Constituent Assembly is to be found Destructive 
chiefly in its abolition of the inequalities and injustices of the Old assembly* 1 * 
Regime. Serfdom, feudal services (the matter of compensation 
being left over to another assembly), tithes to the Church, internal 
tariffs, and gilds, and all the financial and judicial abuses were 
swept away; and the destruction of “privilege” in its ancient form 
allowed the inauguration of a new principle-equality before the 
law. Indeed, the social evils of the Old Regime had always been 
the ones most provocative of discontent. Absolutism was ended 
too, but there had not been the same degree of dissatisfaction with 
the political system in vogue, and monarchy was retained, even 
though, as we shall see, it was placed under rigorous limitations. 

The destruction of the social order—that is, “privilege”—was 
precipitated, as we have seen, by the course of events, and took 
place before the new order was formulated. Hence there was some 
point in Mirabeau’s warning that the peasants, relieved of their 
feudal obligations, might feel that now they had none even to the 
State. No doubt the fact of destroying wholesale before the work 
of construction could be well begun was a serious practical blunder. 

Yet it is difficult to see how the assembly could have avoided it. 
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One of the most notable acts of that body was a general adhesion 
to the principle of religious toleration. 

The reorganization of the State meant first of all to these deputies 
the reconstitution of the position of the crown. To begin with, its 
dependence was assured by the confiscation of the royal estates 
and the adoption of a civil list—that is, an allowance for the sup¬ 
port of the king and the royal family, fThe making of war and the 
signing of treaties were also made dependent on legislative ap¬ 
proval. The crown was given no power of initiating laws, but it was 
allowed a “suspensive veto”—that is, the right to hold up a meas¬ 
ure until it had been passed by three assemblies. The king was still 
allowed to appoint his ministers, but they were excluded from the 
assembly, and the placing of most offices on an elective basis not 
only reduced the royal power of appointment but created an ad¬ 
ministrative body in no way responsible to the central government. 
In place of the old provinces were established eighty-three depart¬ 
ments of fairly equal size—a tribute to the French passion for 
logic and uniformity. All departmental bodies were now to be 
elected by the people. In place of the old judicial system, largely 
hereditary and self-supporting, the new judges were also to be 
elected, and paid salaries by the government. The abolition of the 
old bureaucracy meant the passing of the nobility of the robe 
(another leveling of “privilege”), though it was voted that they 
should be compensated for the offices they had owned.] 

The provisions touching the legislature were equally radical. 
It was decided after much debate and in spite of the recommenda¬ 
tions of Mourner's committee that the legislature should consist 
of one chamber, elected by the people. It was in the manner of 
choosing it that the assembly took special precautions to insure it 
against ultra-radical tendencies. Not only was the suffrage to be 
indirect, but there was to be a property qualification for all voters, 
and a higher one still for deputies. Only such “active citizens” 
(as distinguished from “passive citizens”) were privileged to 
vote. The result was that some three million citizens were disfran¬ 
chised; while for election to the legislature itself not more than 
35,000 were eligible. By so doing the Constituent Assembly 
deliberately violated the principle of the Declaration of the Rights 
of Man, which had proclaimed equality of rights. But it is easy 
to comprehend the reasons for this ostensible injustice. The 
bourgeoisie had experienced the power of the populace, and they 
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did not propose to allow it to swamp the Revolution. Moreover 
they reasoned quite properly that the masses were as yet too 
ignorant to be given political rights. 

Of all the problems confronting the Constituent Assembly the 
most acute had been the financial problem. It was this problem 
which had been the immediate cause of the Revolution and most 
earnestly demanded solution. After abolishing most of the taxes 
of the Old Regime the assembly had instituted some new direct 
taxes upon land and other sources of wealth. Rut it is an unfor¬ 
tunate feature of most revolutions that nor-payment of taxes is 
one of the firstfruits of the general collapse of moral discipline, 
and comparatively little revenue was collected. Necker then asked 
for a “patriotic donation/’ but here again the revolutionary spirit 
proved unavailing. Finally, as a means of rescuing the State from 
bankruptcy, it was proposed by Talleyrand, a member of the 
higher clergy, that the vast wealth of the Church be taken over 
by the State. Such a proposal almost seemed an inspiration, and 
with Mirabeau’s ardent support the measure was carried. On the 
basis of this new wealth paper notes, really interest-bearing bonds, 
known as assignats, were issued, and the holder of such a bond was 
entitled to demand its equivalent in land if he so desired. By such 
means, undoubtedly, a great many persons were bound by personal 
interest to the Revolution. But the measure had its difficulties, 
and the thought of disposing of all this land actually put Necker 1 
to bed. Indeed, the fact of dumping so much real estate on the 
market at one time inevitably reduced its value. Hence the depre¬ 
ciation of the assignats began even before the blunder was com¬ 
mitted of issuing too many. 2 But the financial problem was at 
least solved for the moment. Other important aspects of the 
measure were the resultant compulsion of the State to pay salaries 
to the clergy and to take over the bulk of the Church’s educational 
and philanthropic work. Thus the State’s sphere of activity was 
considerably enlarged. 

But the Church not only suffered the loss of its tithes and its 
lands. Still more far-reaching was the so-called Civil Constitution 
of the Clergy, which regulated the relations of Church and State, 
and to which all clergy were later required to take the oath. By 

* Necker resigned and left tbe country in September, 1790, and his retirement 
Was hardly noticed. The Revolution had clearly outgrown him. 

1 The fact some of the Church lands were mortgaged had deterred some investors 
and contributed to the depreciation. Later assignats took the form of bank notes. 
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this instrument the number of dioceses was made to correspond 
with the number of departments, and all the secular clergy were 
to be chosen by popular election, no papal confirmation being 
required. At the same time the clergy were henceforth to be paid 
by the State. The Catholic Church was, in effect, made a depart¬ 
ment of the State. Inasmuch as the crown for nearly two cen¬ 
turies had nominated the higher clergy (subject, of course, to papal 
confirmation), the act was not entirely radical in principle. But 
the Concordat of Bologna had been a bilateral affair, while the 
Civil Constitution was the act of one party alone, and an act 
which, moreover, ignored the traditional position of the papacy. 
A further objection from the clerical standpoint was the fact that 
non-Catholics might participate in the choice of the clergy, though 
it should be realized, on the other hand, that the Catholic Church 
was the one church subsidized by the State, and that hence its 
support rested on all taxpayers alike. Despite the objectionable 
features the lower clergy were easily placated by the fixing of 
salaries much higher than they had heretofore enjoyed and most 
of the higher clergy seemed willing to accept the measure, provided 
only that the Pope would give his approval. Unfortunately the 
papacy, notwithstanding its acquiescence in similar arbitrary 
action in Russian Poland, would not accept this solution. Dislike 
of the Declaration of the Rights of Man because of the freedom it 
proclaimed, dismay at the disaffection in his principality of Avig¬ 
non, as well as the pressure of the imigrts and of the French am¬ 
bassador at Rome induced the Pope to refuse his sanction and to 
prohibit the French clergy from taking the required oath. The 
result was to render the Civil Constitution of the Clergy a costly 
failure, giving rise as it did to one of the gravest problems of the 
Revolution. 

Momentary Such was the work of bourgeois statesmanship. Probably many 
of the more radical measures were partly caused by the transfer 

rttMedaea 0 f the assembly to Paris, where popular influences were much 
more easily felt. By many of such measures—which we shall 
recapitulate presently—the cautious bourgeoisie was undermining 
its own position, for with the fate of the constitutional monarchy, 
its creation, was its own fate inevitably entwined. But in the 
meantime it seemed to have well entrenched itself. Political 
power was in its hands both at Paris and in the provinces, and in 
that respect it was, in a sense, a new privileged class, based on 
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property. Through the spoliation of the Church many of the 
class had been indirectly enriched, and its economic power seemed 
equally secure from below since, following close on an act which 
abolished the gilds, another measure, the Chapelier Law, pro¬ 
hibited all combinations of the industrial workers. But the course 
of a revolution depends upon public opinion, and public opinion 
was free; it remained to be seen whether it would adapt itself to 
the shortcomings of middle-class rule and indefinitely put up 
with it. 

Surveying the work of the Constituent Assembly as a whole, Estimate 
we must realize that its formal abolition of all the patent evils of °f the mT 
the Old Regime and its establishment of a regime that afforded a88embl u 
at least a section of the citizenry participation in public affairs 
gave distinct promise of a better order of things. Unfortunately 
the assembly had made some serious blunders, impart from the 
ill-advised motion of Robespierre to the effect that members of 
the Constituent Assembly were ineligible to sit in the new legis¬ 
lature, it may be doubted if the election of judges is calculated to 
make for a fearless and honest judiciary, and it was certainly 
proved by the course of events that a unicameral legislature, 
however justified in democratic theory, does not work out well in 
practice—especially in time of revolution^ Still more serious was I 
the over-issuance of assignats , which shook the national credit and 
ushered in a new financial crisis. But the most fatal acts of the 
Constituent Assembly were the weakness of the executive under V 
the new constitution, the administrative decentralization, and the 
Civil Constitution of the Clergy. The sharp separation of execu¬ 
tive and legislature, with the preponderance of power in the hands 
of the latter, was due partly to Montesquieu's teaching, partly 
to fear of the crown, and partly to the assembly's jealousy of 
Mirabeau, whose ambition to become one of the king's ministers 
was well known. It meant in effect that no understanding or 
co-operation between king and assembly was possible. The minis¬ 
ter^ could be called to account before the assembly for their pro¬ 
ceedings and were constantly open to attack, especially as the 
royal veto was calculated to irritate the assembly and thwart its 
will Not only had the crown no initiative but it was virtually 
isolated, and this at a time when its fidelity to the revolution was 
in question, and its conduct, at best, under suspicion. In the 
second place, the decentralization of the administration left the 



298 


A SHORT HISTORY OF MODERN EUROPE 


enforcement of the laws to officials who, elected by the people, 
had no responsibility to the central government. It was as though 
eighty-three separate republics had been erected in France, and 
the danger of the country falling asunder is obvious. In the third 
place, the Civil Constitution of the Clergy, since most of the clergy 
could not conscientiously accept it in face of the Pope’s com¬ 
mands, alienated the lower clergy (the iormer allies of the middle 
class) from the Revolution, and caused a schism in the Church 
which profoundly disturbed the religious life of the nation. The 
assembly did not realize the strength of Catholic feeling especially 
among the masses. No amount of official encouragement or pres¬ 
sure could attach the majority of the people to the constitutional 
clergy; while the non-jurors (those who refused to take the oath) 
received outspoken approval. It was not long before violence was 
perpetrated by the partisans of both groups, and a train of hatred 
was left for future legislatures to face. Worse still, this question¬ 
able measure made an enemy of the King, and it thus reacted very 
seriously on the monarchy, as we shall see. 

It is the compromising position in which the crown was placed 
that forms a connecting link between the period of the Constituent 
Assembly and the somewhat overlapping period which we are 
now to enter. 

The Climax of the Revolution—the Fall of 
Monarchy and Clash with Europe 

The period of the Revolution which we have just considered 
produced some solid results as far as France was concerned. The 
period we are about to enter is chiefly important for the contact 
of the Revolution with Europe; otherwise its results were largely 
ephemeral. It is always to be noticed that a revolution goes so far 
in its rampaging course that the pendulum has to swing back 
before the final outcome can be reached. Already in the first year 
of the Revolution we have a foretaste of the darker days to come. 
The populace, under the leadership of a sincere but ruthless mi¬ 
nority, was soon to capture the Revolution and bring its work of 
destruction to a climax. The coming orgy was to mean anarchy 
at home and a clash with the old order abroad. 

During this period the monarchy was the storm-center. The 
old social order had disappeared, but the monarchy, albeit limited 
in power, remained as a symbol of bygone days, and apparently, 
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as events were to show, out of accord with the Revolution. With 
the constitutional monarchy were also associated, as we have 
said, the rule of the middle class. When the Revolution should 
plunge to the lowest class in the social scale, then the rule of the 
middle class would be scrapped along with the system which it had 
adopted. 


The Doom of the “Bourgeois Monarchy 11 

The reasons for the doom of the ‘‘bourgeois monarchy” were 
chiefly three; the growing self-confidence and self-assertiveness of 
the populace, partlv caused by economic distress which the Con¬ 
stituent Assembly had Med adequately to relieve, and later fed 
by radical clubs and the excitement of foreign invasion; an attempt 
at counter-revolution, which was largely inspired by the Civil 
Constitution of the Clergy; and the instability of the new regime, 
which became all the more accentuated when the Constitution of 
1791 came finally to be applied. 

The danger from the popular forces was measurably increased 
by that all-important incident, the transfer of the seat of govern¬ 
ment from Versailles to Paris. This reacted on the existing regime 
in two ways. It made the King, as events were to prove, practically 
a captive in the hands of the Revolution; and it subjected the 
assembly itself to the constant pressure of the populace. This 
term, the populace, which we have used to cover all the lower 
classes, may now be employed to mean the turbulent elements in 
Paris, 1 viz.: the proletariat (including, of course, its women), the 
near-by peasants who had flocked into the city for food or work, 
some of the lower middle class (petty artisans and merchants) 
who were victims of loss of business or revolutionary excitement, 
and, last but not least, the perennial riff-raff of a great city. Now, 
indeed, that the populace had learned to know its power, it might 
in any case have strained it to the limit; but economic distress was 
always in the background and always a contributive factor to the 
popular unrest. This problem—to some extent an inheritance, like 
national bankruptcy from the Old Regime—was first met (though 
rather late) by distributions of rations among the hungry and the 

1 The size and composition of the populace has been a matter of much speculation. 
A German scholar who made a study of Paris during the Revolution considered that 
the elements of disorder could never have numbered much over 20,000 and he 
believed that 6,000 (more than half, foreigners) represented a more usual figure. 
Obviously nothing more then a very rough estimate is possible. 
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employment of several thousand persons in public workshops. 
Such action was in line with the assembly’s principle that charity 
was a function of the State; and on this basis the Chapelier Law 
(June, 1791), denying the right of workmen to fight for their 
common interests, was logical enough. But the assembly was quite 
unequal to a program of social reform + hat might have reached to 
the core of the problem, and palliative measures proved miserably 
inadequate. Industry became more and more the prey of unsettled 
conditions; unemployment steadily increased; and finally distress 
was enhanced by the declining value of the assignats , which had 
correspondingly raised the cost of living. Hence the working class, 
deprived of their right to strike, were naturally tempted to seek an 
alternative outlet in acts of violence. Thus there existed a festering 
sore, which became steadily worse as time went on, and would only 
be probed when the rule of the middle class gave way to direct 
action by the populace or its leaders. 

Another factor, which certainly capitalized popular unrest if it 
did not actually augment it was the Jacobin Club, already men¬ 
tioned as an agency for the molding of public opinion. This 
society, which had its branches (almost seven thousand in all) in 
the provincial towns, carried on through newspapers and pamphlets 
a ceaseless propaganda (inculcating such doctrines as the sovereignty 
of the people), as well as actively engaged in electioneering—a 
practice in which its well-disciplined unity, no less than its occa¬ 
sional acts of violence, stood it in good stead. Out of this famous 
club (as well as other radical societies) was to emerge an Important 
grouping, which may conveniently be called the “Jacobins” to 
distinguish them from the more moderate elements who in 1791 
seceded from the club after it took on a radical hue. Socially the 
Jacobins were bourgeois, 1 but politically they tended to become, 
in the course of events, proletarian, though for most of them the 
proletariat was only a means to an end. The importance of the 
Jacobin Club lay in the fact that it provided this party with a 
political machine which later on enabled it in alliance with the 
Paris commune (whose strength was to lie in the mob) to play a 
dominant r61e in the Revolution. The fact that this party grew 
out of a club accounts in a measure for the emphasis placed on 
ritual and the molding of a kind of religion of the “pure in heart,” 


1 Hence they were, for the most part, thoroughly devoted, at least in principle, 
to the rights of property. 
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which later gave the Terror much of its masterful self-confidence. 
In 1791 the club was just beginning to exert a subversive influence. 

Barring a real insight into the conditions underlying the temper 
of the people and disposing them to follow the lead of political 
demagogues, the only way to preserve the existing order was to 
strengthen the power of the crown. It was this fact which Mira- 
beau, the shrewdest statesman of the Revolution, readily grasped. 
He had tried in vain to prevent the weakening of the executive, 
centering his efforts in panicular on the question of allowing the 
crown to choose its ministers from the legislature. It was his own 
ambition to become a minister, and as the leading member of the 
assembly, he would have been an ideal link between the crown and 
the legislature, but it was largely in order to thwart him, as we have 
said, that the assembly had excluded ministers from its member¬ 
ship. He would fain have allowed the principle to be adopted even 
if he himself were sacrificed. “Let the house simply vote that 
Monsieur de Mirabeau is to be excluded from the ministry,” he 
exclaimed in impotent rage. Swallowing his disappointment, 
Mirabeau then tried to form an alliance with Lafayette—for a 
year the most popular man in France and also a partisan of a strong 
monarchy—and together they did at least try to keep the King 
from taking steps that might compromise his position. Unfortu¬ 
nately these two men, whose qualities were such that between 
them they might possibly have saved the monarchy, seemed unable 
to work together in any harmony; for Lafayette was too vain to 
follow thp lead of a superior intellect, and Mirabeau’s contempt 
for the Marquis had been only too often displayed. Mirabeau did 
succeed through a friend in establishing a connection with the 
court, but unfortunately the King would seldom follow his advice 
chiefly because the Queen would not overcome her repugnance for a 
man whom she regarded as an adventurer. There is much reason to 
believe that in paying him an allowance they simply had the idea 
of buying off an enemy; but the acceptance of the subsidy (though 
it was chiefly to pay his debts) was a mistake on Mirabeau's part, 
for when the fact became known, his influence in the assembly was 
naturally diminished. Few historians believe that he was a hireling 
of the court, but such disregard for appearances was fatal to his 
leadership. Finding the assembly bent on radical measures of which 
he violently disapproved, Mirabeau deliberately encouraged them 
in that direction with the hope of producing a conservative reac- 
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tion. Toward the close of his career his position seemed somewhat 
strengthened, but unhappily his health, long sapped by dissipation, 
finally succumbed to the strain of his labors. On April 2, 1791 the 
man who was perhaps best qualified to guide the Revolution passed 
from the scene. “I carry with me,” he said during his last days, 
“the ruin of the monarchy. After my death factions will dispute 
about its fragments.” 

Disaffection The weakness of the constitutional monarchy would not perhaps 

of the army ^ave been fatal if the army could have been relied on. But it was 
because the army was thoroughly impregnated with revolution— 
and had been so from the beginning—that it could not be depended 
upon to put down any disorders. Far from trying to keep the army 
out of politics, the revolutionary leaders had made them the 
veritable center of the great celebration on July 14, 1790, the first 
anniversary of the fall of the Bastille. The very presence of the 
national guards beside the regiments of the line was enough to 
break down discipline completely. The sporadic mutinies that 
occurred were eloquent enough of the state of feeling in the army; 
and it was doubtful if even the regiments in Lorraine, supposedly 
the most loyal of the troops, would be willing to help the King 
recover his power. 

Incapacity Considering the weakness of his position, the King had only the 

of the king c j 10 j ce 0 f b e i n g an astute politician; but here, as we have divined 
in his relations with Mirabeau, he was sadly wanting in insight 
and moral independence. It was not his fault perhaps but cer¬ 
tainly his misfortune that he was totally miscast for the role he had 
to play. Thus the instability of the monarchy presents three chief 
aspects: the constitutional weakness of the executive, the dis¬ 
affection of the custodians of order, and the personal limitations 
of the monarch. 

The “flight The King was, in fact, fast reaching the conclusion that he did 

Varennes u not even wish to uphold his constitutional authority. Mirabeau, 
who had constantly warned him against the influence of the nobles, 
had once counseled him, as we have noticed, to leave his turbulent 
capital and throw himself wholeheartedly on the loyalty of the 
provinces—not, however, to destroy the Revolution but to sustain 
it. The idea recurred to the King, but not as Mirabeau intended 
it— as a means of saving the Revolution from excesses—but rather 
in order to destroy it. For Louis had come to feel that his position 
was intolerable. As early as the autumn of 1790, when he learned 
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of the intention of the assembly to make the clergy take the oath 
to the Civil Constitution, he secretly sent an emissary to urge 
foreign monarchs to help him restore his authority. After he had 
accepted under pressure the decree itself—an act on his part which 
sorely troubled his conscience—he became an implacable enemy of 
the Revolution, and a much more ready conspirator. Moreover, 
the failure of his attempt to leave Paris for St. Cloud, where he 
was accustomed to attend mass at Faster, due to the blocking of 
his passage by crowds who suspected him of some design to escape 
from Paris, convinced him that he was a prisoner, and that only 
by breaking his bam would he be free. On June 20, after arranging 
with Marshal Bouille, the commander of the troops in Lorraine, 
to meet him and furnish him with the means of putting down the 
Revolution, Louis and his family left Paris in disguise, and so far 
without discovery. But the plot in the end miscarried, partly 
because the King’s carriage was so large as to attract attention, and 
partly because Bouilte’s troops were so mutinous that the marshal 
could not reach the fugitives in time. At length the identity of the 
royal family was discovered, and, the assembly having been in¬ 
formed of the incident, they were escorted home by three of its 
deputies amid the scurillous abuse of the villagers along the way. 

The King had lost his chance of obtaining freedom. 

Instead, he won lasting ignominy. Despite the fact that the 
flight of the King had at first caused consternation among a people 
who could not conceive as yet of a nation without a king; despite 
the studied tolerance of the assembly, who, rather than hold the 
King guilty of treason and risk the failure of a constitution which 
they had been so long in making, adopted the fiction that he had 
been kidnaped, the monarchy had lost its last remnants of prestige 
when the King had been dragged back, a traitor beyond all question 
to the Revolution and to the constitution under which he reigned. 

From that time emerged a group, centering in a club known as 
the Cordeliers and led by such men as Danton, an astute and 
unscrupulous lawyer from the provinces, avowedly favoring the 
dethronement of the King and the establishment of a republic. 

As a reply to the assembly’s “ suspension” of the King from his popular 
functions these radicals demanded his dethronement, and to that t c ^ r ^ aton 
end prepared a petition which on July 17 was placed on the “altar re8vU 
of the nation,” a huge structure in the Champs de Mars (an open 
field in Paris), erected in honor of the taking of the Bastille. The 
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result of all this was an unforeseen tragedy. When the frenzy 
of some of the mob who had gathered to sign the petition led to the 
lynching of two men, suspected of plotting to blow up the altar, 
the assembly instructed Bailly, the mayor, and Lafayette, com¬ 
mandant of the national guard, to restore order. The outcome was 
a scrimmage in which about fifty persons were shot and killed by 
the guards. It was the first bloody collision between the middle 
class and the populace, ai d it deepened the rift between them. 

Last days The assembly had, indeed, quite lost the confidence of the 
Constituent masses. The monarchy which they had set up was now practically 
Assembly without a prop. In September a manifesto of the Emperor and 
the King of Prussia (the so-called Declaration of Pillnitz), which 
declared the cause of Louis XVI the cause of all monarchs, also 
reacted upon the monarchy, for it identified Louis XVI with 
foreign opponents of the Revolution. The Constituent Assembly 
in its last weeks seemed to cherish the feeling that its work had 
been in vain. Barnave, who with many others had left the Jacobin 
Club and founded another club, the Feuillants, to champion the 
preservation of the constitution, shifted back into the position 
which Mirabeau had once occupied and sought a revision of the 
constitution in a conservative direction. But the assembly had no 
heart for such a task, and little was accomplished. As a parting 
shot, and as if to try to recover its confidence, it passed a decree 
prohibiting any change in the constitution for a period of ten 
years—surely a satire on the future! Finally, on September 30, 
1791, the constitution having been accepted by the King, the 
assembly ended its sessions. It was a sorry legacy indeed which it 
bequeathed to its successor. 

The Legislative Assembly and the Outbreak of War 

Opminoand The Legislative Assembly—the legislature provided by the Con- 

dftb?* stitution of 1791—had already been elected, and began its career 

Awe! nbly* on ® c ^ er f° r ^ had been feared that if one day intervened 

without a legislature in session the court might in some way find 
the means to regain power. These new representatives—745 in 
number—were a younger group than their predecessors, and all of 
them new to their business; for by the passage of the doctrinaire 
Robespierre’s resolution ail the deputies of the old assembly, most 
of whom had perhaps learned something from experience, had 
been deliberately excluded from standing for re-election. The new 
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deputies came to Paris in a naive and bewildered spirit, and were 
for the most part highly susceptible to the currents of public 
opinion. 

It is an interesting evidence of the downward course of the Partm in 
Revolution that the Feuillants who sat on the right in this assem- 
bly had been the radicals of the Constituent Assembly. The l ^f^ 8hip 
majority, sitting in the center, were not committed to any group, Oirondim 
and likely to be swayed by the oratory of the moment. On the 
extreme left sat the Jacobins 1 a bread term which may be used 
now to comprise all the radicals who sought the favor of the mob 
—and beside them the Girondins, an aggregation of young journal¬ 
ists and lawyers, who were only a shade less hostile to the mon¬ 
archy, though too bourgeois in their feelings ever to cater to the 
populace. There were many eloquent orators among this number, 
and they gloried in the watchword, “ Liberty, equality, fraternity,” 
without, in general, showing the capacity for reasoned statesman¬ 
ship. Their chief inspiration was Manon Roland, a woman of 
great vitality and charm, usually swayed by her emotions, and 
bitter and unreasonable in her hatreds. 2 It was in her salon that 
the Girondins held conclave. 


The assembly as a whole never pretended to have respect for The 
the King or his Feuillant ministers; and the defects of the con- 
stitution were becoming daily more apparent. When the King w a riasue 
vetoed certain very natural measures directed against emigres and 
non-jurors, hostility to the monarchy was naturally increased, 
and more and more radicals became avowedly republican. The 
Girondins, more anxious at this stage than any other group to 
ruin the monarchy, found a lever for that purpose in the issue of 
foreign war. We shall deal elsewhere on the origins of the struggle 
with Europe. Apart from their strictly personal interests, the 
Girondins saw in it two objects: the spread of liberty to the world 
outside and a means of forcing the King into the open. If he were 
forced to declare war on his brother-monarchs and break with his 
former friends, the Emigres , it would not be long, they reasoned, 
before they would convict him of the treachery they suspected. 


1 Called in the Convention the “Mountaineers” from the high seats they occupied. 
a No doubt the play of personality, always important in any democracy, is 
particularly in evidence during the turmoil of revolution, and the French, with 
all their fondness for ideas, are a people very prone to be moved by Buch psy¬ 
chological factors. The personality of the Girondins, as well as that of some of the 
Jacobins, had much to do with shaping the course of events, quite regardless of 
what reason or circumstances suggested. 
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In March their fiery eloquence brought the downfall of the minis¬ 
try, and the King felt forced to pick its successor from the Giron- 
dins. Among the new ministers (necessarily chosen from outside 
the assembly) were Dumouriez, an adventurer who secretly longed 
for a dictatorship, and Roland, whose restless wife was now more 
than ever able to sway the party councils. 

Strangely enough, the Right was also for war—for a reason quite 
opposite from that of the Girondins, namely the hope of strengthen¬ 
ing the monarchy. Only Robespierre and certain other Jacobins 
outside the assembly opposed war as likely to increase the misery 
of the poor and postpone internal reforms. “The thing for us to 
do,” declared Robespierre at the Jacobin Club, “is to set our own 
affairs in order and to acquire liberty for ourselves before offering 
it to others.” But in the assembly the great majority were swept 
into war hysteria by the oratory of the Girondins, and when 
(after it became known that Dumouriez’s provocative ultimatum 
to Austria had met with no reply) a declaration of war was moved 
in the assembly, only a handful of deputies cast their votes against 
it. On April 20, 1792, the King formally declared war against the 
Emperor—incidentally the Queen’s nephew. 

Thus began in a spirit of lightheartedness and frenzied enthusi¬ 
asm a struggle that was to last for twenty-three years, leading 
France through anarchy and the Terror to military despotism and 
finally to “Waterloo.” The more immediate sequel was the down¬ 
fall of the monarchy. 

The Supremacy of the Populace and the Downfall of the 
“Bourgeois Monarchy” 

The final ruin of the monarchy did not come about exactly as 
the Girondins had expected, for no one as yet discovered the King’s 
correspondence with foreign powers; but the war did lead to the 
actual accomplishment of their object (though in a way they would 
never have countenanced) through an insurgence of the popular 
elements. 

For the moment, indeed, the Girondins were thrust on the de¬ 
fensive. The armies at the front were in no condition to meet the 
enemy, and had Austria been prepared for the decisive victory she 
won in the beginning, the country would have been straightway 
invaded. While everyone in government circles was trying to 
put the blame on some one else, the King, never an adept at politi- 
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cal tactics, enfuriated the Girondins by vetoing two decrees of 
somewhat dubious expediency. A violent quarrel followed, and 
the King took occasion to get rid of his unwelcome ministers. The 
Girondins, naturally furious, vowed vengeance in Manon’s salon. 

But it was the populace which now resorted to action. On June 20 
a mob broke into the Tuileries and tried to coerce the King into 
withdrawing his hateful vetoes. With a marvelous courage Louis 
held them at bay for more than an hour and firmly refused to 
yield. The episode is chiefly important as marking the beginning 
of a year of anarchy, wherein all the public authorities were sub¬ 
jected to the caprices of the lower elements ;>f Paris. 

There was just one slender chance for the King to extricate 
himself. Lafayette, now one of the commanders at the front, hur¬ 
ried to Paris and demanded the punishment of those guilty of the 
outrage of June 20, which he openly attributed to the scheming 
of the Jacobin Club. He also hoped by summoning certain of the 
loyal elements in the national guard, to strengthen the govern¬ 
ment’s position. But the King and Queen seemed utterly unable 
to learn wisdom. The Queen said that she would rather perish 
than accept assistance from Lafayette, and complacently betrayed 
the general’s plans. So Lafayette, perforce, returned to his post, 
and after one more futile effort to save the King, he succumbed to 
the course of events, which for him meant flight and imprison¬ 
ment in an Austrian fortress. He was a man of unflinching cour¬ 
age, and had he been blessed with any political sagacity, might 
have exerted during the early years of the Revolution a more 
stabilizing influence. 

But it would be too much to say that anyone, save perhaps the Influence 
King himself, could have saved the monarchy now. And the King, nJthnal 
for his part, could think of no other means of saving his throne cnm i 
than that of urging his fellow-monarchs to threaten the Revolution 
with destruction and trying to corrupt some of the popular leaders 
who, like Danton, for the most part took his money and betrayed 
their trust. Everything in the month of July seemed to be tending 
toward a crisis. On the one side, an undernourished populace was 
ready to be led to any work of destruction. On the other, the men¬ 
ace of invasion hung heavily over the land; and on July 11 the 
assembly declared the country in danger, all national guards being 
called to arms. On the 30th arrived a contingent of the national 
guard of Marseilles, singing the song that was to become the 
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anthem of the Revolution, the Marseillaise; and Paris immediately 
went wild with excitement. It was about this time that the bour¬ 
geois commune of Paris was replaced by a self-constituted council, 
composed of representatives of the forty-eight sections of the city; 
and it was this essentially proletarian body, the so-called “ Insur¬ 
rectionary Commune, ” which now inaugurated its dictatorship. 1 
It was under its auspices that Paris carried on its regime of an¬ 
archy, and, dominating the Revolution, subjected the nation to 
its will. 

Downfall The materials for explosion being at hand, it was the Bruns- 
momrchy wick Manifesto, a product of Louis’ intrigues, that finally brought 
it about. The proclamation of the Prussian commander, instigated 
by the Emperor and the King of Prussia, announced the impending 
invasion of France and threatened Paris with destruction if any 
harm should befall the royal family. Nothing could have been 
more calculated to goad the populace to fury. Even in the assem¬ 
bly voices had demanded the King’s abdication, and the Com¬ 
mune made up its mind to force the issue. After due warning to 
the assembly, which seemed helpless to avert the crisis, the Com¬ 
mune on August 10 launched another attack on the Tuileries. 
Warned in time, the King and his family took refuge with the as¬ 
sembly, but most of the Swiss guard which defended the palace 
paid for their loyalty with their lives, and the palace itself was 
given over to plunder and carnage. Meanwhile a mob descended 
upon the assembly and forced that body to vote the suspension of 
the King. At last the throne had fallen. The royal family were now 
lodged in a prison known as the Temple where they awaited then 
tragic fate. 

And along with the monarchy had ended the privileged position 
of the bourgeoisie, for the next assembly was to be chosen by 
practically universal suffrage. Evidently middle class rule was 
slipping. 

The France was now a de facto republic—the product of the anarchy 

the Paris mob. But for the moment fear of invasion tran¬ 
scended every other consideration. One of the frontier towns fell 
before the invaders, and Paris was thrown into hysteria. Appear¬ 
ing before the assembly, Danton, lately chosen one of the members 
of the provisional government, electrified his hearers by his famous 

i That formerly bourgeois and thoroughly reliable instrument, the national 
guard, had likewise become largely an agent of lawlessness. 
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exhortation, “Daring, more daring, and still more daring, and 
France is saved!” As a means of allaying the popular panic (or 
perhaps because it was itself the victim of it) the Commune had 
incarcerated several thousand persons who by reason of their call¬ 
ing or connections might be traitors in disguise; buf frantic mobs 
insisted that these prisoners might break out and slay the wives 
and children of the soldiers at the front. Without any hindrance 
from the authorities they broke into the prisons and during four 
days (September 2-5) about eleven hundred persons were butch¬ 
ered in cold blood, sometimes under circumstances of the foulest 
savagery. It was a proof of the anarchy that existed that no 
authority, national or municipal, tried to stop the hideous out¬ 
rage. It was perhaps the darkest chapter in the history of the 
Revolution, and is an interesting evidence of the excesses to which 
the lower element of a city population will stoop in time of excite¬ 
ment and when power is in its hands. 

Meanwhile the “suspension of the King” had been treated as 
equivalent to the termination of the Constitution of 1791, and it 
was decided to convoke a “convention,” to be elected by universal 
suffrage, to determine the new regime. The demand had been 
made by Robespierre even before the episode of August 10, and 
the Girondins, whose strength lay in the departments, were not 
averse to such a measure. But since the elections took place dur¬ 
ing the September Massacres and when excitement was at its 
highest, it would seem that barely ten per cent of the electorate 
really exercised their rights. Fear, as well as perhaps a weariness 
of the Revolution, kept the great majority of citizens in their 
homes. When the Convention met on September 21, 1792, its 
first act was to proclaim the republic, then existing in all but 
name. As there were no monarchists in the assembly, there was 
not a dissenting vote, though there was also, it was said, a con¬ 
spicuous lack of enthusiasm. The republic seemed to be accepted 
as something inevitable. 

The prime duty of the new regime was to repel invasion, and 
with this problem we shall concern ourselves later. A provisional 
government, of which Danton was the leading member, attempted 
to bridge the gap until the government could be definitely organ¬ 
ized. But underlying all the incidents of the succeeding months 
was a struggle between two factions—a struggle for ascendancy 
which in time became so acute as to become a struggle for exist- 
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ence. The Girondins, who sat on the right (the conservative right!) 
of the assembly were the sworn enemies of the Jacobins, who sat 
on the left, and who under Robespierre's leadership had long been 
the passive allies and sometimes the abettors of the Commune. 
Except that they were both republicans and patriots the contrast 
between the two parties was very sharo. It was less a difference 
in principles than in methods and social outlook. The Girondins 
looked to the legislative body to shape the course of the Revolu¬ 
tion, and relied upon arguments and oratory to carry their aims. 
The Jacobins, on the other hand, who had small influence in the 
assembly, depended on popular violence to achieve their objects. 
If the Girondins were doctrinaires, the Jacobins were essentially 
realists and men of action. Naturally the Girondins looked to 
the departments (electing the largest number of deputies) for their 
support; the Jacobins, to Paris, where their instruments, the 
mob and the Commune were always at hand. The Girondins tended 
perhaps to favor a decentralized republic, which would rob Paris 
of its dominance, while the Jacobins were soon to espouse the idea 
of a strong central government as a means of weathering the crisis. 
Finally, it should be noted that the Girondins, being well-to-do 
men of property (probably misled into radicalism by their devo¬ 
tion to Rousseau), wished to make sure that propertied interests 
were as little interfered with as possible; they disapproved of the 
heavy requisitions on wealth which seemed to be necessitated by 
the war and were opposed to a control of prices in the interest of 
the poor. The Jacobins, on the other hand, while at first equally 
staunch in their adherence to these liberal ideas (inherited from 
the philosophes ), found it advisable, in order to provide for the 
national defense and in order to fortify their leadership of the 
populace, to go back to the idea, more typical of the Old Regime, 
of government regulation for social ends. It is obvious that the 
Girondins represented the bourgeoisie, and that the Jacobins, 
whatever their calling, were, temporarily at least, the champions 
of the proletariat. How the Jacobins finally broke the proletariat, 
while judiciously seeking their interests, was for later events to 
disclose; for the present their thought was only on expedients. 
Perhaps the Girondins, for their part, had really too much talent 
to become successful political leaders. They were individualist to 
the core. And the crisis called for self-discipline and self-s&crifice— 
for a hard and iron unity. 
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Strong in their position in the assembly, and ever short-sighted, 
the Girondins opened the attack upon their enemies. They wished 
naturally to protect themselves against the Commune, but they 
wasted their efforts as well as courted unnecessary danger by 
bitter attacks upon Robespierre and other popular leaders. The 
Jacobins, of course, gave them as good as they received, and in 
time the futile oratory of the Girondins lost ^hem the support of 
the center, on which they counted in order to retain their hold on 
the assembly. But the issue on which the outcome of the struggle 
hung was the question of Louis* fate. The Girondins, not wanting to 
kill the King, strove to postpone this vexing question indefinitely. 
The Jacobins, on the olher hand, fearing for their lives if ever 
the monarchy were restored at the end of the war, were determined 
that the King should die, Robespierre, for his part, wishing even 
to dispense with any trial. The Jacobins won the major point, 
and placed their rivals in the position of being open to the accusa¬ 
tion of attachment to the monarchy. Such were the circumstances 
which underlay the King’s trial, which began early in December. 
Though without any constitutional right to do so, the Convention 
constituted itself a jury, and as the voting on the case was oral 
and in the presence of galleries packed with a vociferous mob, one 
can readily divine that the outcome was never doubtful. The King 
(who was allowed the privilege of counsel) was unanimously pro¬ 
nounced guilty of conspiracy—a just conviction, as we know, 
though the Convention had no actual proof of guilt. But it was 
obviously not a moral question at all, but solely personal and po¬ 
litical. When it came to fixing the sentence the Girondins were 
hopelessly divided, and this, as it turned out, proved fatal to the 
King, who was condemned to immediate 1 execution by a bare 
majority of one—in a house, let us remember, elected by a very 
small minority of the citizens of France. Clearly the King's death 
was not the expressed will of the nation. It was the work of a 
vigorous and cold-blooded minority, some of whom were simply 
actuated by fear. On January 21 Louis XVI met his death on the 
guillotine. A failure in life, he won general admiration by the 
stoical way in which he met his end. Like most of the people who 
were sacrified to the Revolution, the King knew how to die. 

The ruin of the Girondins was now practically assured. They 
had not done enough to save the King, but they had done enough 

1 Twenty-six, however, were for a postponed execution. 
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to compromise their standing with the rabble, and in an atmos- Fall of the 
phere of hatred and suspicion it was easy to brand them as royal- fheTciipstT 
ists. Bitter recriminations were hurled back and forth by the two d(m 
parties, but for the Girondins it was always a losing battle. Hug¬ 
ging their prejudices to the last, they had already spurned the 
friendly overtures of Danton (who had long been struggling for 
harmony), refusing to ally themselves with a man whose hands, 
they said, were stained with the blood of the- Massacres of Sep¬ 
tember, 1 and they finally made him one of their deadliest en¬ 
emies. When the treason of Dumouriez put them on the defen¬ 
sive, it was Danton who took full advantage of their plight. Yet 
the Girondins never learned what it was to be silent. On the very 
eve of their downfall one of their number threatened Paris with 
destruction in the event of another popular demonstration. On 
May 31, 1792 the Commune, with the connivance of the Jacobin 
deputies, threw a mob into the assembly, and overthrew the pro¬ 
visional government, controlled by the Girondins. Two days later 
a similar maneuvre resulted in the complete subjection of the 
Convention, who obediently decreed the expulsion and arrest of 
thirty-one of its members, most of whom were prominent Giron¬ 
dins. It was the downfall of the party. After a demonstration of 
the departments in their favor the Girondins were all proscribed, 
some guillotined in Paris, others hunted down and driven to suicide 
or the guillotine, only a few being fortunate enough to escape. It 
had been a struggle for existence, and the Girondins had lost the 
fight. It was the temporary eclipse of the bourgeoisie. 

But already the party of violence, the outwardly proletarian 
party, had devised new methods for the government of France. 

And it was not to be a proletarian dictatorship. The Jacobins were 
now free to give their attention to the war and its requirements. 

In fact, the outbreak of the war had already been a turning-point 
in the Revolution, for national defense or national glory, their 
exigencies and consequences, were thenceforward to transcend 
every other consideration. 
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IX. THE REVOLUTION’S CHALLENGE TO EUROPE 
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ward Europe; Fundamental causes of the war. 
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Condition of Revolutionsy France as a belligerent; Revival of the Polish 
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B. The Second Crisis—The Revolution Saved by the Terror 

(1) The Evolution of the Terror 

External crisis—Neerwinden; Internal crisis—the Vend6an uprising; 
Germs of the Terror; The crisis deepens—the communal revolt; Concil¬ 
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(2) The Character and Organization of the Terror 

Character and purpose of the Terror; Machinery of the Terror; Pedi¬ 
gree of the terrorists. 

(3) The Operation of the Terror 
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If the French Revolution had merely remodeled the social and 
political order in France, it would have been an important move¬ 
ment, but its influence was far greater than that. We must now 
study its external relations and see how it came into collision with 
the outside world. We shall also notice incidentally the reaction 
of the war with Europe upon the situation in France. And it is 
the combination of the war and the simultaneous changes in 
France that furnished the setting and the occasion for the rise of 
Napoleon Bonaparte and the emergence of a military despotism 
out of the wreckage and the turmoil of the Revolution. 
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The Evolution of the Conflict with Europe 

Superficially one might not have expected during the first year 
or so of the Revolution any conflict at all between France and the 
other monarchies of Europe; for these powers belittled the Revolu¬ 
tion at that time, and the Revolution had too much on its hands, 
so to speak, to bother with Europe. 

Looking at the Revolution through the spectacles of Europe, 
we find that in the beginning it was completely misinterpreted and 
underrated by the autocracies of that time. There is perhaps 
nothing astonishing in this. Sedition was not an uncommon ex¬ 
perience in the history of any monarchy—Russia herself had had a 
serious rebellion to face in 1773—and to suppose that this uprising 
in France was a really more grievous convulsion would have ar¬ 
gued a most remarkable penetration. On the whole, foreign mon- 
archs seem to have been pleased with this phenomenon. It simply 
meant that France, traditionally the strongest power in Europe, 
was for the first time unable to play her usually powerful role; her 
diplomacy was paralyzed. Thus if the old powers wished to pursue 
their aggressions somewhere, the hand of France would not deter 
them. When later they discovered their mistake—say after the 
“flight to Varennes”—they were still rather wary of provoking a 
quarrel. It was probably to appease the miigres ) who kept con¬ 
stantly nagging him to do something, that the Emperor consulted 
his fellow-sovereigns on the advisability of some concerted action, 
and the Declaration of Pillnitz was the result. But this pronounce¬ 
ment, which declared the plight of Louis “a matter of common 
interest,” predicated any action on the assumption that all mon- 
archs would agree—which the Emperor himself knew to be impos¬ 
sible. The powers, on the whole, still hugged the delusion that the 
Revolution was a local ebullition; they did not suppose that the 
pot would ever boil over on them. It was not until grievances 
against the Revolution steadily accumulated, and certain acts of 
the Revolution were construed as a sort of challenge that they 
prepared for war. Then, despite the disclaimer of self-interest, 
they meant to seize the opportunity to aggrandize themselves at 
the expense of France as well as to protect themselves from the 
infection she was spreading. 

Equally pacific at first was the attitude of Revolutionary France 
toward foreign powers. When the revolting Netherlands solicited 
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her aid against the Emperor, Mirabeau was able to prevent a Attitude 
favorable response to this appeal. In the same year (1790) when Revolution 
Spain, in virtue of the Family Compact, expected French aid in a 
controversy with Great Britain, the Constituent Assembly re¬ 
fused to countenance the existing alliance, and to make matters 
doubly sure, deprived the king of all right to make war without 
legislative approval. And even after the petition of Avignon to be 
united with France put the pacifism of the Revolution to a much 
severer test, the assembly skillfully hedged on the question for 
nearly a year. So naive was the new order that in April, 1791, 

Louis XVI was required to send a circular letter to foreign courts, 
explaining and justifying the Revolution, which he was made to 
include among his “titles to glory”; it was also stated that it was a 
“base calumny” that the King was “not free.” Finally a provision 
was inserted in the Constitution of 1791 that “the French nation 
renounces the undertaking of any war with a view of making con¬ 
quests, and will never employ its forces against the liberty of 
any people.” (Nothing, of course, was said of the rights of sover¬ 
eigns.) 

But such a laudable attitude of minding one's own business 
became increasingly hard to live up to in practice. In 1791 Avig¬ 
non was finally incorporated with France. The excuse was made 
that this was not territorial aggrandizement after the manner of 
the Old Regime; France simply could not refuse to receive a people 
who had come to her spontaneously. This was exalting a new 
principle—that of nationalism or nationalist self-determination. 1 
But the danger of such action was well expressed by a friend of 
Mirabeau, when he declared, “It is evident that after such con¬ 
duct France will be in a state of war with all governments; she 
will threaten them with domestic insurrection, and insurrection 
will lead to conquest.” The real turning-point, however, came with 
the Legislative Assembly, when the Girondins welcomed a war, 
partly because they were born missionaries who wished to spread 
the principles of the Revolution to other lands—and certain de¬ 
crees of .the assembly were partly to that effect—and partly, as 
we have seen, as a means of discrediting monarchy at home. It 
is true that such differences as had arisen between France and the 

1 The holding of a plebiscite in Avignon on the question was perhaps the first 
illustration of a people voting its own disposition—in other words, nationalist self- 
determination. 
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old monarchies might perhaps have been peaceably adjusted de¬ 
spite the tie of kinship between the Queen of France and the Em¬ 
peror, despite even the efforts of the emigres to provoke war; but 
the heedless, provocative attitude of the Girondins drove straight 
to a rupture with Austria. 

But after all, if one views the question broadly, was not this war 
virtually inevitable? The Revolution was too victorious at home 
and too self-satisfied to contain itself within its own borders; and 
the old monarchies felt themselves seriously jeopardized by the 
triumphant principles of the Revolution. How were the peasants 
of central Europe to be held down while those in France were 
freed of all feudal obligations? How were the monarchs to deal 
with this propaganda in favor of political liberty? The principles 
of the Old Regime and those of Revolutionary France were 
too diametrically opposed to one another to make it possible, 
so it seemed, for both to exist on the same continent. The 
annexation of Avignon seemed to reveal the Revolution as an 
anarchical force, subversive of the rights of other monarchs and of 
the public law of Europe. It was fear as well as cupidity that in¬ 
spired the old monarchies to fight. It was enthusiasm and scorn 
that moved the Revolution to challenge them. “ Let us fling down 
to the kings the head of a king as gage of battle! ” There was some¬ 
thing terrifically final in Danton’s resounding words. 

But who could have foreseen the complexity of the struggle, 
its varied objects, and its curious personal twist before it was over? 

The Objects and Extension of the War 

And now that the clash had come—looking ahead a little, how 
did Revolutionary France fit the war to its idealism? How did 
these sons of Rousseau view the struggle? At the outset it was 
more than anything else a war of self-defense. Far from being able 
to chastise the enemies of liberty, the French were at first unable 
for a while to prevent invasion. When the danger lessened, one 
finds the pursuance of an aim already revealed. The French were 
to bring liberty and equality to all people who desired -it. The 
Revolution was a militant force, a great crusade for the emancipa¬ 
tion of the world. It was an evidence of this cosmopolitan spirit, 
this assumption that all men might live under the same enlightened 
principles, that certain foreign champions of liberty were invited 
to take seats in the National Convention. But it is also to be 
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observed that hearkening to the honest appeals of other peoples 
for French help to remove their chains might only too easily lead 
to the assumption that France knew already what was best for 
other peoples, and that '‘the French nation” would “treat as 
enemies” those who, “refusing liberty and equality or renouncing 
them, may wish to . . . treat with the prince or the privileged 
classes.” From this position, it was, of course, an easy step, albeit 
in a sense a step backward, to turn a war of liberation into a war 
of aggrandizement; and we may lock ahead to record that the 
Austrian Netherlands, definitely freed by French arms in 1704 
were annexed to France the following year. This was, of course 
going back to the manners of the Old Regime with a hypocrisy that 
had never characterized the Old Regime. And finally, the third 
object, revealed by the French in the war, was a direct inheritance 
from the past. The securing of “natural boundaries”—meaning 
in particular the Rhine and the Alps—-was a veritable revival of 
Bourbon policy. Apparently reasons of state and no better code 
of international morals had captured the Revolution. 

Yet in pursuing these practical ends Revolutionary France was 
true to a new principle—a selfish principle—which the Revolution 
itself had let loose. That principle of “fraternity,” which might 
so much better have signified “humanity” had come to be nar¬ 
rowly construed as the united sentiment of the French people 
themselves against their enemies abroad. We have already ob¬ 
served nationalism in its meager beginnings. Nationalism was now 
a force of far greater power than ever before because it was in¬ 
spired from below. The French nation moved no longer at the will 
of a monarch but of its own free will and with an enthusiasm impos¬ 
sible in earlier times. The days of the Terror (to be later described) 
revealed a people in a desperate struggle to defend all that had 
made them what they were. The Marseillaise was a hymn of 
national resistance to the danger of conquest and exploitation. 
When France was passing through this new ordeal by fire, some¬ 
thing was burned into her soul which she would always preserve. 
It was this nationalism, which, passing from the stage of self- 
preservation to that of self-interest at the expense of other states, 
brought France to adopt the classic methods of the Old Regime. 
But the new spirit had much to do with explaining her later tri¬ 
umphs over states whose policies were not inherently less selfish. 

As to the enemies of France, they did not pretend to pursue a 
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more enlightened policy than had been customary in international 
politics. After France broke with Great Britain in February, 1793 
the First Coalition was formed, and its avowed, though secret, 
object was the dismemberment of France. The powers composing 
it were Austria, Prussia, Great Britain, Spain, and Sardinia. While 
the Continental powers provided most of the armies (though a few 
British forces were put into the field), the role of Great Britain in 
the war was chiefly twofold. She was paymaster of the coalition, 
and she used her navy to take French colonies and drive French 
commerce from the seas. Since the French navy was lamentably 
weak at this time, there is nothing, perhaps, which better illus¬ 
trates the madness of French policy than the breach with Great 
Britain. It is true that the provocation had not been all on one 
side, but it had been particularly in France’s interest to avoid any 
collision with the mistress of the seas. 

In the meantime France had entered upon the most critical 
period of the Revolution. Assailed both from without and from 
within, the Revolution had to meet its most terrible test. 

The Critical Period of the Revolution 

At the outset of the war nothing but sheer luck saved the Rev¬ 
olution. In other words nothing prevented Revolutionary France 
from being crushed but the fact that another state in Europe was 
threatened with a similar fate, having the same incapacity to 
defend itself and some of the same enemies. One of these two— 
Poland or Revolutionary France—was certainly doomed. Which 
of the two would be saved would depend on which the more at¬ 
tracted their predatory neighbors. 

The First Crisis—The Revolution Saved by the Polish Question 

The French Revolutionists with all the simplicity of inexperience 
had plunged into an abyss of which they knew not the bottom. 
The first few weeks brought disillusion. The French army which 
had swept into the Netherlands was utterly routed. Happily the 
Austrians, as we have noted, were not prepared for so complete a 
victory, and were slow to press their advantage. Happily also 
Prussia had not yet joined the struggle; so the odds were not yet 
heavily against France. But it seemed as if when Prussia did de¬ 
cide to enter the war (she had already allied herself with Austria) 
that the outcome could hardly be doubtful. It would take some 
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months to retrieve this initial disaster, and the Allies could easily 
crush so weak an enemy. 

The initial helplessness of France to withstand invasion can be 
readily explained. In the first place, the French soldiers were for 
the most part insubordinate. The principle of equality can hardly 
be applied to an army, which if it is to fight with any success must 
obey orders without question. The murder of one of the generals 
by his own soldiers, when he was trying to check their retreat, 
showed the extent to which discipline had collapsed. In the second 
place, thousands of officers, being nobles, h'<d emigrated, and the 
army was therefore sadly underoffieered. In the third place, the 
government itself was incapable, inexperienced, and insecure. The 
minister of war was generally chosen for political considerations, 
and as a matter of fact the office frequently changed hands. For 
some time to come there was much friction between the civil 
government and the generals in the field, due partly to official 
meddling and partly to the insufficient equipment of which all the 
generals complained. It is manifest that Revolutionary France 
had to learn the art of war as well as the art of governing. Yet 
mobilization of the national energies was hardly possible while the 
country was in a state of anarchy. In the summer of 1792 the 
monarchy was breaking down and even the growing sense of peril 
did not enable the Revolutionists to put the nation into an ade¬ 
quate state of defense. The panic which seized Paris in September 
and helped to produce the September Massacres was a symptom 
of the moral collapse behind the lines, and it could hardly be 
expected that the army would be fitted to meet the crisis. 

And yet, strange to say, the moral fiber of the Allies was also 
shaken. They had been attacked in the rear, so to speak, by the 
diplomacy of Russia. 

By a curious stroke of fortune Catherine the Great, partly as a Revival of 
result of circumstances, partly as a result of deliberate calculation, question 
had taken this time to raise the Polish question. While she was 
embroiled in her second Turkish war, the Poles had been shrewd 
enough to scrap their historic constitution *which, as we have 
observed, had paralyzed them as a nation, and in 1791 had adopted 
a new one, establishing an hereditary dynasty with considerable 
executive power, an electorate broad enough to include the middle 
class, and even a guarantee of religious toleration. Of course, 
neither Russia nor Prussia was anxious to see a rejuvenated Poland. 
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Catherine realized only too keenly that this movement, if success¬ 
ful, would end all chance of Russian domination, which ever since 
the partition of 1772, had been a settled feature of her policy. 
The hitherto submissive Stanislas was evidently beginning to free 
himself from her apron-strings. What should be done? It was 
evident that she must act; and the present moment was peculiarly 
auspicious. Now that Austria and Prussia had been so rash as to 
become involved in a war with France, now that their backs were, 
so to speak, obligingly turned to the Polish question, there could 
hardly have been a better opportunity for intervention. Perhaps 
she might bag the whole of Poland, or at any rate establish her 
domination over the kingdom. She accordingly hastened to make 
peace with Turkey, and gave her whole attention to the problem 
at her door. The juxtaposition of events is rather interesting. 
In April (1792) France had declared war against Austria. In May 
Catherine marched her troops into Poland. 

The effect of Russia’s policy on her two rivals, Austria and Prus¬ 
sia, can well be imagined. After labored preparations they had 
got two armies into the field, the Austrians in the Netherlands, the 
Prussians facing the eastern frontier of France; but neither power 
had mobilized its full strength. The Austrians, in particular, 
showed little disposition to co-operate in attack, and their forces 
were much below the number they had promised for the campaign. 
After the fall of some border fortresses the French finally made a 
stand, facing the Prussian invaders at Valmy on September 20. 
The Battle of Valmy was hardly more than an exchange of cannon 
shots; yet it was singularly decisive. The Prussian army not only 
retired but even re-crossed the Rhine. Their leader had blundered 
badly when he allowed the French to occupy strong positions, and 
his army, already decimated by disease, showed none of the traces 
of Prussia’s one-time military supremacy. But chiefly the fiasco 
was due to official distraction. Neither Austria nor Prussia could 
really put their heart into the campaign, while their common 
interests in Poland were threatened by Catherine’s action. Al¬ 
ready Polish reform had been crushed under Russian bayonets. 

The sequel of these events can readily be guessed. While the 
French were now emboldened to take the offensive, Prussia made a 
hasty agreement with Russia, and in 1793 occurred the Second 
Partition of Poland. Thanks to a French invasion of the Nether¬ 
lands, Austria had not been in a position to support her claims; but 
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Prussia had marched an army into Poland, and Catherine had been 
obliged to divide the spoil. Meanwhile Revolutionary France had 
been providentially saved. 

But one must admit that it was more good fortune than good 
management that Revolutionary France had held her own, and 
after this carving of Poland the Allies were able once more to look 
to the west. The French had therefore stiH to meet their fun¬ 
damental problem. 

The Second Crisis -The Revolution Saved by the Terror 

The advance of the Revolutionaiy armies had at first accom- Evolution 
plished great things. Belgium was “liberated,” and Savoy and Terror 
Nice, which had belonged to the King of Sardinia, had been oc¬ 
cupied and annexed with the approval of at least a large section External 
of the populations concerned. Since a French army also held the Neerwinden 
line of the Rhine, it appeared that the “natural boundaries” had 
been reached. But this success was only illusory, and for two 
reasons it was soon turned into disaster. In the first place, the 
“ liberators,” as we have intimated before, converted their policy 
into one of exploitation. Many requisitions were laid on the poor 
Belgians, while thoughtless confiscation of Church property 
offended a deeply religious people. All this was contrary to the 
policy of Dumouriez, who had hoped for Belgium support, and he 
berated the government soundly for this brutal indifference to the 
feelings of the Netherlanders. Moreover, his troops were insuffi¬ 
ciently provided with clothing and even ammunition, and lack of 
provisions made it necessary to forage at the expense of the in¬ 
habitants. In the second place, the condition of the army was still, 
as may be gathered, greatly inferior to that of the Allies, who were 
now able to strengthen their forces considerably in the west. 
Thoroughly disgusted with his situation, Dumouriez planned after 
beating the Austrians to march with his victorious army on Paris 
and restore the monarchy in the person of Louis XVII, the young 
son of the late king, still a prisoner in the Temple. But, unfor¬ 
tunately for the cause of strong government, Dumouriez did not 
beat the Austrians. On March 28, 1793 he received a crushing 
defeat at Neerwinden, and finding his troops unwilling to carry out 
his design of marching to Paris, he deserted to the enemy. A little 
later the French army on the Rhine sustained defeat and was also 
forced to retreat* Again France was threatened with invasion. 
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And at this moment she was even more broken and divided than 
she had been a year earlier. Early in March a serious revolt had 
broken out among; the peasants of La Vendee, a department in the 
west in what had formerly been Brittany. Partly it was occasioned 
by an attempt to enforce conscription; but the fundamental cause 
of this explosion was religious, for these peasants were fervent 
Catholics, and they had looked upon the government's religious 
policy with a deep and growing resentment. Some initial successes 
of the insurgents seemed to presage a formidable civil war. Since 
many of the towns in southern France were highly indignant at the 
excesses of Paris and the policy of making the wealthier classes 
bear the expenses of the war, a sort of alliance was threatened 
between the middle class and peasantry for the purpose of ousting 
the mob-ridden government at Paris. 

With the dreadful prospect of civil war looming in the back¬ 
ground, it was clear that nothing but extraordinary efforts could 
save the country from conquest and partition. The men at Paris 
—that is, all true patriots in the Convention—realized at last the 
mistake that had been made in whittling down the executive. Even 
now, it is true, they were not disposed to choose ministers from 
the legislature as Dan ton urged (and for the reason that Dan ton, 
like Mirabeau, was suspected of personal motives), but the Giron- 
dins carried through the project of creating what was known as the 
committee of public safety, a body of nine persons (eventually 
twelve), whose authority was placed over that of the ministers, 
and which was empowered to take what measures were required 
for the national defense. Oddly enough, the Girondins themselves 
did not dominate the committee, the outstanding member of which 
was Danton. It was he who had been largely responsible for the 
revolutionary tribunal to deal summarily with all cases of conspir¬ 
acy. The evolution of a strong government with teeth marks the 
appearance of some of the machinery of what was to be known as 
the “ Terror.” 

But the gravity of the crisis deepened. Before the end of May 
the city of Lyons overthrew its radical government and was 
followed by other cities in an attitude of open defiance of the cen¬ 
tral government. The fall of the Girondins, whose strength, we may 
remember, lay in the departments, fanned the flames of revolt, and 
a number of provincial towns were soon involved. The decentral¬ 
ization of France had now, in truth, proved a disastrous blunder, 
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for the country seemed on the verge of falling to pieces. And 
besides all this, there was acute economic distress. 1 

The crisis was so grave that the new government was wise enough Conciliatory 
to begin by making some conciliatory gestures as a means of ar- mea8ure8 
resting the spread of the revolt. To influence the peasantry the 
confiscated property of the Emigres was divided into small lots 
and offered for sale. The principle of compel,nation for the loss of 
feudal rights was also finally abolished. In order to appease the 
proletariat, a maximum price was placed on wheat—though such 
a policy was naturally harmful to the peasants and had eventually 
to be abandoned; also a minimum wage was enacted for a time. 
Simultaneously, in order to mollify the middle class, whose wealth 
had been conscripted for the national defense, some measures were 
now passed which lightened the burden of all but the most wealthy. 

Finally the Convention adopted a constitution which by favoring 
decentralization and providing for a referendum on all questions 
before the legislature was calculated to please the majority of the 
citizenry. This curious experiment in constitutionalism was sub¬ 
jected to a plebiscite—that is, a vote of the totality of the citizens; 
but after its passage (by a large majority) the project was promptly 
shelved; and indeed the whole affair was apparently a Jacobin ruse 2 
to arrest the spread of the bourgeois rising before the government 
itself was ready to crush it. 

Even toward the national foe there was at first a spirit of tem¬ 
porizing. Danton seems to have wanted peace if honorable terms 
could be obtained, so that the Revolution might be “ consolidated.” 
as he expressed it. In April he had persuaded the Convention to 
renounce its former policy of intervention in other countries and 
a decree to that effect was intended not only to conciliate the 
Belgians but (in Danton’s view) to open the way to a speedy ter¬ 
mination of the war. Danton was a man of singular character. With position and 
a sagacity that few of his followers seemed to possess he realized c ^j^ on 
the importance of strong leadership, and, while ready to exert force 
relentlessly when a crisis seemed to require it, he was equally 
convinced that tact and moderation were’essential virtues in 
accomplishing public ends. Unfortunately, in the turmoil of rev¬ 
olution, when all the baser passions were let loose, Danton often 

1 The Recollections of Baron FreniUy (pp. 129-30) gives a graphic description of 
the crisis as it affected the average Parisian. 

* The Jacobins worked over a project of the Girondins. 
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played the demagogue with the object of furthering his personal 
ambition. He was also avaricious and venal, swindling first the 
king and then the government of the Republic. He was always 
indeed an opportunist, intriguing with often mutually hostile 
parties in order to insure his own safety, whatever the outcome. 
But he was not a vindictive person, too careless and easy-going, in 
fact, to cherish hatred; and he deplored the factional spirit as much 
as he did the pitiless driving of an idea to an extreme. It was 
because of a certain tendency to laziness, which had the effect of 
slackening his energies, that he failed to keep steady watch on the 
man who felt himself to be the country’s sole reliance and who 
never lost a chance of driving toward his ultimate goal. For this 
reason, when it was decreed that the committee of public safety 
should change its personnel Danton was not included, and shortly 
afterward Robespierre became not only a member but its leading 
spirit. All of this, of course, argues that Danton was not a man of 
exceptional popularity. 1 Indeed his probity had long been under 
suspicion, and though he still had a personal following, most of the 
Jacobins turned rather to Robespierre for leadership. Yet insofar 
as the Terror represented strong government, capable of putting 
down with ferocity if necessary all discordant elements and uniting 
with vigor against the foreign enemy, this system typified the 
ideas of Danton more than those of any other revolutionary states¬ 
man. 

Character The Terror was an emergency despotism—a “dictatorship of 
Organize- distress,” as one of its champions put it. It was founded on the 

Terror *** theory that only by establishing a despotism could civil war be 
ended, unity restored, and the country put in a condition to defend 
itself against the enemy at its doors. It was no light thing for 
a country, tom by revolution and anarchy, to fight most of Europe. 
The French nation must put more of its soul into the task. But 
Character since patriotism was not an easy sentiment to cultivate during the 
tnhe UTp ° 96 dark hours of defeat and since in any case there were large ele- 
ferror ments of the population either actually disloyal or at least unwill¬ 

ing to discipline themselves to follow the government's lead, it 
was deemed necessary to back this despotism by “terror.” If 
men would not fight from love or loyalty they must fight from fear; 
hence, the machinery of capital punishment which the govem- 

* Danton’s popularity had been impaired by his peace policy, and he was also 
believed by many to have been implicated in Dumouriea's plot against the Republic. 
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ment had at its hand to destroy all elements of opposition, all 
traitors not only actual but potential, and which could be used as a 
kind of whip brandished over the heads of the French nation. 

Such will partly explain the regularity of the executions—daily 
warnings of what might happen to any heart that was not true. 

It must not be supposed, of course, that the great majority of the 
people actually suffered under the Terror. Most people gave no 
grounds for suspicion and went about their daily tasks as always, 
though in Paris it was felt expedient to shun publicity as far as 
possible. Certainly, the joy of life was not abolished by the Terror. 

The theaters were well attended; evui a little prosperity returned. 

But the majority of the middle class did well to keep out of politics. 

For there was always a weapon in reserve that could be used against 
them, and it behooved every man and every woman to avoid 
suspicion. 

It was obviously an abnormal regime, but the times themselves 
were abnormal. It was an unconstitutional regime; for it was felt 
that the government’s hand must not be fettered by a constitution, 
and it would have been hardly possible, indeed, to expect the 
majority of citizens to realize the gravity of the crisis and vote 
spontaneously for autocratic rule. For the time being the French 
people had to put their liberties in storage and forget the principles 
of the Revolution in order that those very principles might triumph 
in the end. One does not deny the fact that it was an unwholesome 
regime and that many were far from happy in an atmosphere of 
suspicion. It must be admitted, too, that there were many persons 
unjustly killed, many persons who suffered merely for belonging 
to a certain class or on insufficient evidence of treason. Yet it is 
difficult to see how without the Terror France could have pulled 
herself out of anarchy and civil war and mobilized the strength 
to beat back the foreign foe. It was, in short, a marvelous product 
of practical statesmanship. And it saved France. 

The cornerstone and indeed the very soul of the Terror was the The 
committee of public safety. There were ministers, it is true, but 
they were hardly more than clerks of the great committee. There 
was a legislature too, the Convention, 1 which in theory at least 
possessed the supreme power, but in actual fact was a mere crea- 

1 While its part in the Terror has given the Convention its chief historical im¬ 
portance, this body occupied itself with many other things. It freed the slaves in 
the colonies, adopted the metric system of weights and measures, and drafted 
schemes for a system of popular education and the codification of the law. 
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ture of the body it had created. Though the members of the com¬ 
mittee were elected for one month, they were almost always re¬ 
elected, and in course of time the Convention came to fear its own 
creation. Under orders from the committee were the deputies on 
mission, members of the Convention chosen by twos to go to every 
department and to every army in the field. They were the long 
arm of the government, invested with power to enforce loyalty in 
the country and at the front. They wielded despotic power, though, 
like the intendants of old, they were responsible to the government. 
Thus it may be observed that France was centralized once more. 
A nation which had fallen apart was now restored to unity. 

The system of terror which emanated from the government 
was wielded by various committees and tribunals. Throughout 
France was established a network of “revolutionary committees” 
whose chief business was to enforce the Law of Suspects—a terrible 
law which rendered suspect all persons who might in any way be 
identified with the Old Regime; it might even be applied to anyone 
who could not show a positive service to the Revolution, the rec¬ 
ord of each citizen being inscribed on a “card of security,” which 
was a sort of passport that everyone was supposed to have in his 
keeping. In Paris a central committee, known as the committee of 
general security, examined cases of suspicion, and decided who 
should be haled before the revolutionary tribunal. Since, however, 
this central court was unable to handle all the many cases, courts 
of much the same character were established in the country at 
large. There were even regular panels of jurymen to judge these 
cases, but it was quite impossible, of course, to expect them to be 
impartial. For most of the persons brought before these courts the 
guillotine was in store. 

Such were the principal organs of the Terror, though it was even 
more elaborate than we have described. Some of its machinery— 
the committee of public safety, the revolutionary tribunal, and 
the deputies on mission—had come into being before the system 
was fully evolved. By September, 1793, the “Reign of Terror” was 
supposed officially to begin. It was not, at all events, more terrible 
than the reign of anarchy that preceded it when the populace had 
taken the law into its own hands and occasionally perpetrated 
massacres. As Danton said, “Let us be terrible in order to dis¬ 
pense the people from being terrible.” It was organized terror as a 
contrast to the promiscuous terror of the mob. And it could be 
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used against the mob itself if it ever disturbed the even tenor of 
the new regime. One may remark in connection with the Terror, 
as with certain other episodes of the Revolution, that men who in 
private life were gentleness itself did not shrink from any atrocity 
in the pursuit of an ideal. “Terrorism” had something of the 
flavor of a religion. 

Another curious aspect of the Terror was the fact that, in gen- The pe4igr9e 
eral, the very men who had patronized and in some cases insti- terrorist* 
gated the recent orgies m anarchy and who had talked loudest 
about liberty were now among the champions of autocracy. It 
was a strange perversion of Jacobinism, tne metamorphosis of a 
demagogue into a patriot. It is an interesting evidence of the fact 
that democracy must usually yield to nationalism, curtailing 
freedom of opinion and exacting unusual sacrifices from the citi¬ 
zen when a nation is at war. And at least the bloodthirstiness of 
the Terror was natural enough to men who had been using such 
methods through the hands of mobs to repress the conservatives 
in the earlier days of the Revolution. They were no longer leaders 
of the populace, but they used the methods of the populace to 
make impossible even an effort at resistance. It was Marat who 
had said, “We must establish the despotism of liberty in order to 
suppress the despotism of kings.” It is an interesting fact that 
Danton, Marat, and Dumouriez had all judged that some dictator¬ 
ship was a necessary outcome of the Revolution; and incidentally, 

Edmund Burke, a bitter critic of the Revolution, had even fore¬ 
told the ultimate appearance of the dictator in uniform. 

The first activities of the Terror (while it was still in a state of Oteratim 
evolution) were directed against internal uprisings. The Vend&m felror 
revolt was put down with ruthless severity, a particularly brutal 
deputy having been given the supervision of this work, which 
resulted in the burning of villages and the butchery of some two ^ 
thousand people. Further atrocities accompanied the suppression pacification 
of the revolting towns. Meanwhile, in June there was a harvest °* Frame 
of executions in Paris, including Bailly, Barnave, “Philippe £gal- 
it6,” and a score or more Girondins. We may recall Madame 
Roland's famous words on the way to the scaffold: “Liberty, how 
many crimes are committed in thy name! ” In October the woman 
whom she had hated, Marie Antoinette, also went to the guillotine. 

It was a ghastly responsibility that these men of the Terror had 
assumed. 
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But it should be realized that there was one group among the 
Jacobins who had an ulterior motive in establishing the Terror. 
It was a small group too, but it was led by the little man whose 
quiet, wary tactics had made him the most powerful member of 
the great committee—namely, Robespierre. This group intended 
that the Terror should go on until the Republic should be founded 
on an entirely new pattern. It shoulu be a regime, inspired by 
“civic virtue/ 7 sufficiently broad in its humanity to intervene 
directly in the interests ot the poorer classes—a policy eminently 
practicable on the part of a government as despotic as that of the 
Terror. The regulative policy, necessitated by the war, should 
now be supplemented by measures in the interest of reform. It 
is not improbable that Robespierre had all along been looking to 
this goal. With the downward plunge of the Revolution, lopping 
off first the reactionaries, then the liberal nobles and royalist 
bourgeois, and finally the republican bourgeois, the populace, as 
the lower layer, had at last been reached, and with it the popular 
leaders, the Jacobins and their henchmen of the Commune. Such 
was the turn of fortune which had given power to Danton and 
Robespierre. But while the war had forced these two into the role 
of patriots, the Commune was still untamed; and here were found 
the fanatics whose coarse polemics, blatant atheism, and clamors 
for the nationalization of industry profoundly jarred the bour¬ 
geois sensibilities of Robespierre. The sending of most of this 
element to the guillotine in March, 1794 put the Commune into 
immediate eclipse. Thus was the Terror setting its seal on the 
period of the disorders. But Robespierre, for his own purposes, 
had still one obstacle before him. There was Danton. 

Robespierre and Danton were two men of such mutually con¬ 
tradictory qualities that any co-operation at this juncture was 
inconceivable. A practically minded but easy-going libertine, 
Danton was anathema to a person of Robespierre’s temperament 
and principles. Austere in his private life and rigidly honest (“the 
incorruptible/ 7 he was called), Robespierre was a man of fixed 
ideas, who never bent to realities and seldom temporized. He 
owed his popularity with the masses to the confidence which they 
placed in his sincerity, and it can hardly be said that such confi¬ 
dence was misplaced. But while he had learned by experience to 
become an impressive speaker, Robespierre had none of those 
human qualities which could endear him to a person at close range#' * 
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He was cold, aloof, habitually grave, and without a spark of 
humor. He was more of an oracle than a statesman. He had some¬ 
thing of the mystic quality of the medieval monk, turned crusader, 
and his processes of thinking seldom delved below the abstract. 

With two exceptions, his colleagues on the committee did not take 
him over-seriously, and if he seemed to sway the Terror for the 
present, it was partly because a certain poj >ularization of its ob¬ 
jects had some value in their eyes and partly because some of 
them, like Carnot at the war office, were preoccupied with details 
of administration, while others—the sordiJ element—needed the 
Terror to protect their own dubious records. But there were some 
in the Convention who grev restive under the Terror and whose 
grumbling revealed what might be the beginning of a reaction. 

Would Danton, lately maneuvered out of the committee, be able 
to recover his leadership? 

The issue was clearly drawn. Danton declared that the Terror The 
must be relaxed. The country was pacified, the invader had been thTrenor-- 
beaten back, peace with honor was possible, and it was now time 
to end a system which had demonstrably done its work. Doubt¬ 
less personal feelings added strength to his convictions. Of a highly 
impressionable temperament, his soul had begun to revolt against 
the interminable executions, and besides, he wanted the return of 
normal times in order to enjoy the fortune he had amassed from 
the Revolution. His position was now the more formidable because 
of its ready appeal to the cowering bourgeois throughout the 
country. Certain decrees of the Convention (the famous Ventdse 1 
decrees), instigated by the Robespierre faction, sequestering all 
property of suspects with a view of enriching the poor, was quite 
enough to frighten the bourgeois out of their wits. Such, then, was 
the spirit of the “Indulgents,” as they were called; and, unless 
this movement were quashed, the dreams of Robespierre were 
vain. 

It was evident to Danton himself that the blow was soon to The end 
descend; for several of his friends, whose peculations, more easily DarUon 
proved than his, gave their enemies a target; were openly attacked 
in the Convention. Yet it was characteristic of the man that he 
shrugged his shoulders at danger and scorned to fight or to flee. 

i Vent6se (like Prairial, Thermidor, Vend6miaire, and Brumaire) was a month in 
th e Revolutionary calendar. The “year I “ was held to have begun on September 22, 

1792, the birthday of the First Republic, 
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Finally, in April, 1794, he and his followers were arrested, hastily 
tried on trumped-up charges, and met their fate on the guillotine. 
“Show my head to the people,” Danton had said to his execu¬ 
tioner; “it is worth it.” 

The Terror The arrest of Danton had produced a great sensation but his 
at its height rea jjy mac j e but little impression—an interesting testimony 

of the fact that if a tribune of the people slows his pace, he soon 
ceases to be an idol. The elimination of Danton and the “Indul- 
gents” left Robespierre to all appearances supreme. Now at last 
he was in a position to usher in his “reign of virtue.” But, as 
always, his ideas were quite nebulous. He prated about the need 
of civic virtue; he held an elaborate religious festival (inaugurating 
the religion of Rousseau ! ); he looked forward, in the manner of 
Rousseau, to a fairer distribution of wealth, some steps being taken 
for giving effect to the decrees of sequestration; but when it came 
to a comprehensive policy of social reform, the leadership of Robes¬ 
pierre was evidently bankrupt. How, then, could the Terror be 
justified? 2 The answer was merely a stiffening of the system. By 
the Law of the 22nd Prairial (drafted by Robespierre himself), 
the Terror was so intensified that any sort of evidence was ad¬ 
mitted in trials, and judgments were explicitly left to the “con¬ 
science” of the jurors. No wonder the number of executions multi¬ 
plied. And yet the great victory of Fleurus on June 26—one of 
the decisive battles of the war—seemed to prove beyond a doubt 
that the Terror was no longer needed. 

End of the But fortunately Robespierre had overreached himself. By a 
IiTcoup provision of the act of Prairial even a member of the Convention 

Thermidor be sent before the revolutionary tribunal. Was anyone now 

safe from the power of this fanatic? Were even his own colleagues 
safe? Did not the Terror dangle over every head? Some of them 
knew only too well that their conduct was not so pure as to suit 
the Incorruptible; and it was this fear of the unrighteous for the 
self-righteous which promoted a new reaction against the Terror. 
Aware of the movement against him, yet confident of his hold over 
the Convention, Robespierre had made the tactical mistake of 

1 See page 281, note. 

* According to his admirer, Mathiez, he wished the Terror to continue until the 
rich had been finally deprived of their wealth for the benefit of the poor (the Ventdse 
decrees), and in that way achieve that ideal of economic equality which Rousseau 
had preached. It was characteristic of the man that having made up his mind that 
a Certain course was right, he took little account of the insuperable difficulties. 
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absenting himself for several weeks from meetings of the com¬ 
mittee. When finally, emerging from retirement, he made a speech 
in the Convention, full of denunciation of the enemies of the 
Republic, yet refusing to mention names, he was sealing his own 
doom. It was desperation, born of mortal fear, that brought 
revolt finally to a head. The Terror, in very truth, was crashing 
of its own weight. 

We shall not recount the story of the “tyrant's” fall. An effort 
of the Commune to effect his escape having been frustrated, he 
and his followers were outlawed by the Convention, and they were 
guillotined on the 10th of Thermidor, July 28, 1794. The Terror 
had come to an end in the blood of its principal champion. 

The critical period of the Revolution was not yet ended—for 
the reaction which now set in threatened for a short time to end 
in a return to monarchy; but thanks to the Terror, the most acute 
dangers were past. If France accepted a king, at least it would 
not be because he would be forced upon her by the First Coalition. 
The tide had too definitely turned. 

Revolutionary France, Triumphant 

The Allies did not take immediate advantage of the French 
defeats in the spring of 1793; and in a few months it was a new 
France which confronted them—a France, armed to the teeth, and 
ready, indeed, to face the united strength of five powers. 

When we remember the condition of the French army at the 
outset of the war, the transformation which took place seems 
almost a miracle—a marvelous proof, certainly, of the vitality of 
the French nation. Neither materially nor morally was the First 
Coalition a match for the France which the Terror created. Much 
of this great achievement was due to the labors and organizing 
genius of that member of the committee of public safety who had 
general charge of the conduct of the war, Lazarre Carnot. This 
“organizer of victory” systematically overhauled and renovated 
every department of the service. On the basis of the levee en masse 
(August, 1793), which rendered every able-bodied citizen liable 
for service, thirteen armies were placed in the field, totaling 
750,000 men. Never in modern history had so large a fighting 
force been mobilized for service. The combined strength of the 
First Coalition was not inferior in point of numbers, but in organ¬ 
ization and equipment it was no longer a match for France. Like 
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all coalitions, it was unwieldy and unharmonious and seemingly 
incapable of any unified strategy. In fighting spirit, too, the French 
far surpassed their more experienced adversaries. Whereas the 
armies of the Allies were fighting simply because they were forced 
to fight, the French soldier was something more than a conscript; 
he realized that he was fighting for a France that belonged to 
him—the France of the Revolution. No greater effusion of patriot¬ 
ism has ever been shown than this patriotism of the Terror, with 
its twofold basis, defense of country and defense of the Revolution. 
It was characteristic of the Terror that the generals knew they 
must win, else they would probably pay for defeat upon the scaf¬ 
fold; and several of the French commanders were tried and sent 
to the guillotine simply because of reverses in the field. In place 
of the claims of birth which had prevailed in the king’s army and 
still prevailed in those of the First Coalition, every soldier under 
the tricolor knew that he had at least a chance to rise from the 
ranks and possibly to become the commander of an army. It was 
during this period that many of Napoleon’s marshals—some of 
them, men of the humblest extraction—won their spurs. The 
principle of equality—meaning equality of opportunity—did much 
for the morale of the French. And when at last victory crowned 
their efforts, they felt a new enthusiasm. A war of triumphant 
aggression had been launched. Going into battle, singing the 
Marseillaise , the French armies were irresistible. 

We shall not detail the campaigns. The forces of the Allies were 
beaten back till once more the French had won the natural bound¬ 
aries. Even Holland was conquered. And when Prussia, deserting 
her allies, made peace with France, the First Coalition received a 
staggering blow. Spain’s defection shortly followed. The year 
1795, which witnessed the extinction of Poland, was a year of 
triumph for the newly invigorated nation of the West. Instead of 
dismembering France, Austria had lost the Netherlands, and 
Prussia, her territories on the Rhine. Indeed by the Treaty of 
Basel (1795) Prussia recognized, in effect, the principle of the 
natural boundaries. And all this transpired before the coming of 
Napoleon Bonaparte. 
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The French Revolution through its leveling process had unified 
the French nation as never before, and, thanks to that revolution, 
drawing so deeply from the capacity of a people who had arisen 
to the emergencies that beset them, France had oecome once more 
the greatest power of Europe, This new spirit was to permeate 
the whole of Europe through the organizing genius of a man who 
was able to show up in glaring fashion the inefficiency of the old 
order as represented by the old monarchies. But France herself 
was to show that she was not ready to change her habits com¬ 
pletely. The Revolution had gone too far in some respects, and 
the pendulum must swing back. In the year following the Terror 
the French people were ready to take an account of stock and 
search for a middle ground. It was their failure then to find a 
solution of this kind, together with the war, which provided the 
best field of opportunity for talent, that opened the way for 
Napoleon Bonaparte. 

The Opportunity and Rise of Napoleon Bonaparte 

Napoleon Bonaparte was born August 15, 1769 on the island of 
Corsica about a year after it had been acquired by France. It had 
been called the “isle of unrest,” for it had long been in a state of 
rebellion against the republic of Genoa to which it belonged, and 
that decadent little republic had sold it to France for a mere song. 
No one could then have realized what that sale was to mean to 
France, but Rousseau had once written, “ I have a presentiment 
that this little island will some day astonish Europe.” One of 
those who continued the unrest after the transfer of the country 
to France was the father of Napoleon Bonaparte, but he was also 
one of the first to make his peace with the new master. 

Napoleon’s family was of noble extraction but far from well- 
to-do. His father was fortunate enough to obtain for him a scholar¬ 
ship in a military school in France, where officers were made; and 
after several years of training young Bonaparte emerged as a 
sub-lieutenant of artillery. As a child he had been cross-grained 
and very difficult to manage; as a school-boy he had been surly 
and taciturn and not always very diligent in his studies unless 
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they happened to arouse his interest. But he had early shown a 
taste for martial sports; and whenever his military duties per¬ 
mitted it, he spent much of his time in reading. In some respects, 
no doubt, the works of the philosophes affected some of his 
later viewpoints, but most of his ideas were probably the product 
of experience and observation. At this time he was impressionable, 
and his youthful energy clamored for outlets. His first aspiration 
was to free his native island from France, and he engaged in active 
intrigues to that end despite the fact that he owed his living to 
his commission as a French officer. But as these efforts were not 
successful, he finally, in 1793, definitely gave up his hope of liber¬ 
ating Corsica, and made up his mind to serve his government for 
what he could get out of it. He was promoled steadily, sometimes, 
it is true, because of the shortage of officers, but once certainly 
because he showed to timely advantage his gift of strategy, 1 and 
for this service he was promoted to the command of a brigade. 
Soon after this he became involved in the disgrace of the Robes¬ 
pierre faction with whom he had been playing politics (after the 
fashion of all the revolutionary generals), but he was too valuable 
an officer to send to the guillotine, and he suffered nothing worse 
than an eight-day imprisonment. 

So far this opportunist had managed to show his natural ability; 
yet he was lucky in having been able to escape some pitfalls. The 
greatest demand that he made of Dame Fortune was in the sum¬ 
mer of 1795 when he refused to accept an assignment in the Army 
of the West because he felt himself to be worthy of something 
better. For this insubordination he was suspended from rank, and 
it seemed for a moment as though his career had reached an un¬ 
timely end. But by sheer luck he got the chance to redeem himself 
in the incident of the 13th Vend&niaire-—the circumstances of 
which must now lead us back to the period of transition which 
followed the Terror. 

The reaction which followed the Reign of Terror is historically 
known as the Thermidorean Reaction. The Convention was so 
glad to be rid of the “monster” it had created that the committee 
of public safety together with all the machinery of the Terror was 
abolished. The Jacobins showed some fight, of course, but the odds 
were heavily against them. Some of the ex-Terrorists were them¬ 
selves fed to the guillotine which they had used so ruthlessly against 

i At the recapture of Toulon from the British in 1795. 



NAPOLEON BONAPARTE 


339 


others; and it was clear enough that the Convention, now directed 
by a moderate majority, was determined to break at least with 
the immediate past. Would the reaction go so far as to restore the 
monarchy? There were, no doubt, plenty of royalists in France 
(Professor Parisset thinks royalism was not so much spontaneous 
as induced by British gold), but the legitimate king, Louis XVII, 
perished in the Temple in June, 1795, and his uncle, the Count 
of Provence, an exile since 1789, was not a per on calculated to 
inspire a large following. Moreover, one could not be sure that 
the 6migr6s would accept the leveling work of the Revolution. So, 
in spite of much intriguing in the background and an epidemic of 
massacres of radicals by conservatives (the so-called “White 
Terror”), the path of compromise was chosen. The general run 
of the bourgeoisie, which was now able to return to politics and 
to dominate public opinion, decided to stick to the republic as the 
lesser of two evils, and it was this class which impressed its char¬ 
acter on the new regime. 

The so-called Constitution of the Year III was framed and Establish - 
promulgated during the summer of 1795. Its framers felt that m^ r y he 
they were profiting by experience when they established a prop¬ 
erty qualification -for suffrage (election was also to be indirect) 
and a two-chambered legislature (the council of ancients and the 
council of five hundred); but these sons of the Revolution had yet 
to learn the practical value of executive leadership resting on legis¬ 
lative support. The new executive, known as the directory, a 
body of five to be chosen (one each year) for a term of five years 
by the legislature, had no initiative in legislation, and was, on the 
whole, a rather weak organ. The administration of the country 
at large was a compromise between the centralization of the Old 
Regime and the decentralization of the constitutional monarchy. 

There were to be resident commissioners in each department 
appointed by the central government to see to the enforcement 
of the laws, though the local authorities continued to be elective. 

In its electoral requirements and its weak executive the new policy 
resembled the Constitutional Monarchy. Also, like the Constitu¬ 
tion of 1791, it put political power into the hands of the middle 
class. The former regime was the bourgeois monarchy; this one 
was the bourgeois republic. 

This new republican experiment, which is commonly known as 
the “Directory/ 7 probably well expressed the national desire 
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for an order stable enough to preclude any violent changes, Be¬ 
sides the electoral arrangements and a bicameral legislature the 
Convention took the further precaution of decreeing that two- 
thirds of its membership should hold over to the new legislature. 
Since most of this body were regicides (men who had voted for 
a king’s death), they were deliberately guarding against a royalist 
reaction which might conceivably cost them their heads. The 
“Thermidorians” had always the problem of pursuing a middle 
course, proof against Jacobinism on the left and Bourbonism on 
the right. But the policy of “middle-grounders” is always a diffi¬ 
cult one, since their policy is apt to be negative; and this was one 
of the essential weaknesses of the new regime. 

Jyo/ At this juncture the policy met with a direct challenge. While 
Vewtt- the constitution, referred to a plebiscite, was accepted—in a light 
mmire vote—by a very large majority, the supplementary decrees en¬ 

countered a spirited opposition in Paris, and an effort was made to 
oust the Convention by force. This uprising is what is known as 
the incident of the 13th Vend&niaire (October 5, 1795). Since it 
was necessary to command the approaches to the Tuileries with 
guns, the services of a capable artillery officer were needed, and 
the choice was General Bonaparte. While the insurgents were 
foolishly delaying their attack, Bonaparte was planting his cannon, 
and when finally they were ready to advance, it was to charge into 
the cannon’s mouth. The rising was crushed and the Convention 
was thus sustained. And—what is still more important—Bona¬ 
parte had retrieved his shattered fortunes and had good hope of 
winning some tangible recognition of his service. 

The The following month the new regime began to operate. The 

r ^le of the Directory, though it lasted four years, proved to be one 
Directory 0 f the most vicious governments that France has ever endured. 

The bourgeois politicians who now guided the nation were, in 
general, a group of corrupt and self-seeking time-servers. Many 
of them were speculators and profiteers who seemed to care for 
nothing but the enjoyment of power and wealth. With a brazenry 
that was the more cruel because of the sufferings of the poor these 
bourgeois flaunted their ill-gotten wealth and plunged into the most 
reckless dissipation. Doubtless the peculiar tone of society was 
und^the part * y ^ ue mora l reaction which naturally followed the 
DMory harsh discipline and dangers of the Terror, The “ victim balls,” to 
which persons were invited who could claim that they had lost a 
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relative on the guillotine, are an interesting evidence of the cyni¬ 
cism that prevailed. People who had been through the strain of 
the preceding years felt that they had a right to enjoy life to the 
full without any need to think at all of private virtue or public 
duty. It was this vapid and dissolute society into which young 
Bonaparte awkwardly plunged, and it was one of its typical 
figures, Josephine de Beauharnais, with whom h^ fell in love, and 
whom he married. But Bonaparte had the advantage of being a 
sojourner, as it were. His talents belonged to the army for the 
present, though his casual observation of politicians may have 
proved a useful experience. 

The misgovernment of the Directory was chiefly the result of the The rule of 
peculiar factors we have mentioned. It was, however, aggravated th(> Diredory 
by the faults of the constitution. Since the executive was not 
responsible to the legislature, and had to confront the public in 
periodic elections, it deliberately tried to control these by brib¬ 
ery or intimidation. There was every evidence that the nation 
was becoming increasingly estranged, and that only by crooked 
measures could this clique of politicians succeed in retaining power. 

The continued issuance of paper money had plunged the govern¬ 
ment once more into financial ruin and the country into the misery 
of unstable prices; the people of wealth who were not fortunate 
enough to be in power were exploited by forced loans; and the poor 
were almost driven to desperation. There was not even external 
peace, for the Directory needed the war to enable it to bleed con¬ 
quered countries and thus to rescue it from bankruptcy. Besides, 
there was danger lest, if the army should come home, it would not 
tolerate so despicable a government. 

One may feel indeed that, roughly speaking, the best element in The Shadow 
France was now in the army. Would it be long before the army °l e fpothm 
would assert itself and end this rickety government? Conditions 
in France were becoming ripe for a military dictatorship. 

The public dissatisfaction with the Directory was an asset for 
Bonaparte as soon as his political ambition was awakened; but it 
was the war which, in the meantime, gave him a chance to display 
his genius and to capture the public imagination. We shall not 
follow his career in any detail. But we may note that after “ Ven- 
d&niaire” he received what he had long desired, the command of 
the Army of Italy. The appointment was due to Carnot, who had 
seen a plan which Bonaparte had once drawn up for the conquest 
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of Italy, and who recognized the general’s unusual gifts. During 
the year 1796-7 Bonaparte won a series of striking victories, which 
ended the First Coalition, and brought peace with all the powers 
but Great Britain. No commander in the field had acquired so 
distinguished a reputation. 

But Bonaparte was something more than a successful general. 
He had arrogated to himself the right to direct negotiations, even 
fixing the terms of pesce to be imposed on France’s enemies. In 
response to their disapproval on one occasion, he calmly declared, 
“The army has approved.” Once indeed the directors had tried to 
make him share the command with another officer, but Bonaparte 
would not countenance it for a moment, and the directors had to 
give way. For one thing, they needed the spoils which Bonaparte 
sent from Italy to lift them out of bankruptcy. Then on one 
occasion they also required his assistance to prop up their shaky 
positions. In 1797 he had sent one of his generals, the bluff Auge- 
reau, to support them in a movement against the councils. It is 
clear that the Directory was too dependent on the military to 
assert its independence. And Bonaparte was under no illusions 
about the power that he held. “Do you suppose,” he said to a 
friend, “that I am gaining my victories in Italy in order to advance 
the lawyers of the Directory. . . . The victories we have gained 
have given the French soldier his true character. I owe everything 
to him. Let the Directory attempt to deprive me of my command, 
and they will see who is master.” He had sensed the situation 
correctly. Already the civil government was completely over¬ 
shadowed by the military. 

“And I am only,” Bonaparte had said, “at the beginning of my 
career.” It was true enough. Of military glory he had had but a 
tempting taste; and his political career was yet before him. After 
the peace he took up his quarters in a beautiful chateau near Milan 
where he received the homage of Italy. Would he now return at 
the head of his host and claim his reward? No—he said that the 
pear was not yet ripe. But if it was not yet ripe, it was ripening. 

The Rise or the First Empire 

It was once said of Napoleon Bonaparte that he would never 
stop short of mounting either the scaffold or the throne. For a 
person of his genius and his daring a commonplace destiny was un¬ 
thinkable. 
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But for the present Bonaparte’s thoughts were on the war. 
There was still Great Britain to be fought, and Bonaparte always 
regarded her as France’s principal enemy. The Directory them¬ 
selves had probably more fear of him. It was far from comfortable 
having so popular a general in their midst (for after the Peace 
Bonaparte had been summoned back to Paris), and it vas charac¬ 
teristic of the Directory that they planned an invasion of England 
partly, one may suspect, because it would be hazardous and not 
improbably end in failure and the eclipse of the national hero. 
Bonaparte seems to have divined their intentions, and he finally 
persuaded them to send him to Egypt instead This, too, was a 
dubious project, and, as a matter of fa^t, met with failure—though 
it was not Bonaparte’s fauli that the requisite for success, namely, 
sea power, was not at his disposal. In the meantime, the Directory 
had begun a series of aggressions in Europe, which gave rise to the 
formation of the Second Coalition (Russia, Austria, and Great 
Britain). Without the genius of Bonaparte the French forces were 
quite unable to meet such odds. Once again, it seemed, opportunity 
knocked at his door. 

Bonaparte returned from Egypt in October, 1799. It was a 
puzzled and dejected France that received him. The radicals had 
managed to turn tables on the moderates and had now the control 
of the government; but the new directors had only deepened the 
public discontent, first by their policy of bleeding the rich (thus 
alienating the wealthier middle class) and secondly by the Law of 
Hostages which compelled each department to give hostages to the 
government for its loyalty. Abroad French armies had sustained 
defeat, and though the tide had turned before Bonaparte came 
back to “save France,” all the conquests which he had won were 
now lost. Public opinion was so dissatisfied that already a plot 
was on foot to invoke the aid of the army and reorganize the State 
under some military leader. This conspiracy was engineered by the 
Abb6 Sieyfes, one of the directors, in collusion with the moderates 
in the council of ancients. It was not so much an attempt to return 
to the old do-nothing regime. Rather it hastened the trend toward 
military despotism. 

Bonaparte carefully took soundings of the situation, and after 
gaining numerous adherents, plunged heartily into the conspiracy, 
and became both its instrument and its leader. Made commander 
of the troops in Paris (to guard against a radical uprising), he 


Bonaparte's 
opportunity 
—the Coup 
d'Etat of 
Brumaire 
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delivered a public speech which might be regarded as a challenge 
to the present regime. The Directory speedily broke up, three of its 
members being accomplices in the plot and the other two arrested. 
The chief obstacle was the council of five hundred, in which the 
radicals held a majority. Wisely enough, the councils were meeting 
at St. Cloud rather than at Paris where the populace might have 
been encouraged to take a hand; buo Bonaparte's efforts to over¬ 
awe the ancients by virtue of his presence (he was nothing of an 
orator) were singularly futile, and when he tried to harangue the 
council of five hundred, he was not only compelled to retire but he 
barely escaped the ignoble fate of Robespierre. Luckily Lucien, 
his brother, was president of the five hundred, and he managed 
during the din to fetch some soldiers, who were persuaded that 
their general had been maltreated, and forthwith invaded the hall. 
The outcome was the expulsion of the deputies by armed force. 
Thus was executed the Coup d’fitat of the 18th Brumaire (No¬ 
vember 9,1799), 

Establish- The cards were now in Bonaparte’s hands and he was free to play 

Comidate 6 them. A fraction of the councils, hastily gotten together, adopted 
under Bonaparte’s auspices the Constitution of the Year VIII, 
which established what came to be known as the Consulate. The 
executive was composed of three consuls, but practically all its 
power was vested in the first consul, who was Bonaparte himself, 
named in the constitution for that office. The legislature was to be 
so split up—one body to propose the laws, another to discuss them, 
a third to pass on them, and a fourth (the senate) to test their 
constitutionality—that no opposition to the will of Bonaparte 
need be feared. Soon afterward (that is, in 1800) the government 
was completely centralized in the manner of the Old Regime. 
Bonaparte was now assuredly master of France—an absolute ruler 
in actual fact if not in name. The new arrangements were sub¬ 
mitted to a plebiscite and ratified by an overwhelming majority. 
On December 15,1799, a proclamation was issued in these words: 
“Citizens, the Revolution is established upon the principles which 
were its origin. It is at an end.” 

m^ofthe 8en8e the Revolution stood for the principle of equal¬ 

ise * ity of opportunity it appeared to have finished its work. Bonaparte 

Constate represented and safeguarded the new social order. Even the prin¬ 
ciple of liberty was not, of course, to be permanently buried, but 
it was at present in eclipse, and its destroyer was to mount yet 
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higher. Under the existing constitution Bonaparte enjoyed but a 
ten-year term as first consul, and he had, besides, to share the 
honors with two colleagues. Such a position could hardly accord 
with his ambition. After he had achieved new glories for France— 
recovered the lost conquests, crushed the Second Coalition, effected 
a general peace (which even included Great Britain), and restored 
religious tranquility—he was awarded in 1802 with the position of 
consul for life. This new constitution made him the sole executive. 

In position he was now more of a monarch than the head of the 
republic, and henceforth, like other monarchs, he signed all docu¬ 
ments by his Christian name—'“Napoi^on.” 

But even this secotid rung on the ladder was not enough. His Establish - 
vanity demanded the trappings and grandeur of power. Nothing Empire *** 
but an essentially monarchical title (that of consul was of clearly 
republican origin) and hereditary rule were left to complete his 
progress to the pinnacle. Should he take the title of king? No, 
that would have been an affront to the traditions of the Revolu¬ 
tion. The one title which seemed to fit his greatness was that of 
“emperor”; he should be hailed a new Charlemagne. After a 
royalist plot in 1803, 1 it was alleged that the country would not 
be safe against a reaction unless a dynasty were established. If 
Napoleon should be murdered (and such had been the object of 
numerous plots), there would then be an heir to keep alive Na¬ 
poleonic traditions. On May 18, 1804 he was, accordingly, pro¬ 
claimed “emperor of the French,” his rule being made hereditary 
under a new constitution, and, as before, approved by the people 
in a plebiscite. Even the pope was summoned to crown him, though 
in the end Napoleon snatched the crown himself and placed it upon 
his own head. The act was logical enough. Napoleon Bonaparte 
was a self-made monarch, and such strength as he required was 
implied in his new title, “emperor of the French .” 2 

The Establishment of the Empire meant the revival of a court. 

Since Napoleon's family and intimates were sprung from relatively 

1 It was a consequence of this plot that Napoleon had a young member of a 
collateral branch of the house of Bourbon, the Duke of Enghien, kidnapped on 
neutral territory, brought to Paris, and shot after a military trial. Enghien had been 
in the pay of the British government, and had been designated for a leading part 
in the intended invasion of France, Napoleon seems to have intended his death as a 
warning to the royalists. For a defense of his action see Kircheisen, Napoleon , 
pp. 256-8. 

* The holding of a plebiscite, as in the case of the Life Consulate, was another 
democratic gesture. 
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Character 0/ humble beginnings, it was found desirable to employ some of the 
^Napoleon former figures of the Bourbon court to teach these newly empurpled 
politician personages how to act in their new capacity. Etiquette and cere¬ 
mony returned, though it must be added that Napoleon himself 
cared little for pomp, and ceremonies he felt to be a waste of val¬ 
uable time. He merely thought himself entitled to the grandeur 
that went with monarchy, and he believed that the people had 
really missed these baubles and would be glad to see them back. 
Like the adroit politician he always was, he had an eye for scenic 
effects. While about him were gorgeous costumes and much 
parading of gold and green, he himself would often appear in 
somber dress—perhaps in uniform. No doubt he was consciously 
conveying the impression that while politically he was master, with 
all the setting that properly befitted an emperor, socially he was 
still ‘‘Citizen Bonaparte.” The new r6gime was not, at any rate, 
one of privilege. While noble titles came back into vogue, they were 
only awarded for definite merit. In 1802 was constituted the 
Legion of Honor in which men were enrolled who had performed 
conspicuous service for the State. All that was demanded of a 
subject was devotion. Even the Emigres, though their lands were 
not restored, were welcomed back to the fold, and some of them 
were glad to obtain employment from a Bonaparte. Thus Napoleon 
was emphatically a national leader. 

Much of his success was due to the fact of understanding so well 
the temperament of the French. Himself an Italian, he could view 
them always with a certain calm detachment. He realized their 
vanity as a people (“Give them glory,” he once said, “and you can 
lead them anywhere”); he knew their fondness for pageantry and 
anything that pleased the senses (hence, the value of a court, and 
hence too, the treasures taken from Italy to make Paris the shrine 
of an adoring Europe); he understood their thrift and their some¬ 
what stolid spirit of enterprise (hence he gave them a well-ordered 
administration); and he knew that like most people they yearned 
to gratify their religious instincts (hence the ending of religious 
turmoil). Above all, he respected the principle of equality. Did he 
not himself personify that principle? “ I am the Revolution,” he 
once declared. 

Expiam- But he said on another occasion, “ I destroyed the Revolution,” 
fetumtc* and this was equally correct. After a whirligig of political experi- 
afadutiim ments France had come back in 1804 to hereditary absolutism. 
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After turning full circle she was back to where she had been when 
the Revolution began. How shall we explain this paradox? How 
was it that the French, after enjoying the boon of political liberty, 
should be willing to surrender it and to accept without a murmur a 
return to the rule of a monarch with all that that implied? The 
explanation is threefold. The French had wearied of the political 
features of the Revolution. They had teen through so many 
vicissitudes, so much dreary experimentation that they wanted a 
stable government, and this Napoleon Bonaparte seemed able to 
insure. Public opinion was tired of political agitation, tired of the 
endless elections, tired of the disorders which had throttled the 
nation's economic life; and it was now a comfortable change to 
place responsibility in the hands of a single person who, as a soldier, 
would have a true sense of order. In the second place, Napoleon, 
as a strong ruler, was able to protect the more valued fruits of the 
Revolution. His power was a guarantee that the nobles of the Old 
Regime would never recover their lands or their former privileged 
position. The men who had gained in property or prominence from 
the Revolution, as well as the men who had shed the blood of a 
legitimate monarch, looked upon the Consulate and the Empire as 
a safeguard. And finally we may recall the extraordinary lure of 
Napoleon's own personality. “ There burnt in him," writes Holland 
Rose, “the flame of genius. It defies analysis; it baffles description; 
but generals and troops felt the spell. Civilians who sought to 
control the young warrior found themselves in the meshes of an 
all-controlling will—why, they knew not; but one after another 
they succumbed." If this was true in the beginning, it was truer 
as time went on, when that genius had been displayed. No soldier 
of France had ever wrought such wonders. And then, as we have 
said, he understood his people, and gave them for the moment what 
they wanted. “My policy," he said, “consists in governing men 
as they wish to be governed. That, I think, is the way of recog¬ 
nizing the sovereignty of the people." To that end, he looked 
always for men of capacity to be his instruments; and, in general, 
he was not deceived. 

If we consider the fact of his skill not only in war and diplomacy Founda- 
but in the art of government with all that that implies, one is bound ^poiLn't 
to be impressed by his marvelous versatility. But while one admits 
his talent, it is important to realize also that Napoleon's achieve- and work 
ments were only made possible by hard and incessant work. Every 
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waking moment his brain was active. “I am always working,” he 
once declared; “I work when I am dining, I work at the theater; in 
the middle of the night I wake up and work . . . When I am 
meditating, I am in a state of extremely pamful agitation. . . . 
I am like a woman in travail.” Some of his success, no doubt, he 
owed to his unbounded confidence in himself; “ * Impossible/ ” he 
is alleged to have said, “is not a French word.” But he did not 
pretend to be naturally omniscient. His part in a conversation was 
that of asking endless questions; he craved to know all facts that 

might prove serviceable to his 
ends; he was displaying his 
sense of thoroughness. He 
was seldom, indeed, obliged 
to make snap judgments, for 
he carefully foresaw all calcu¬ 
lable contingencies. “He kept 
his eyes on the board,” writes 
a biographer, “and long be¬ 
fore a piece had to be moved, 
he had marked its place.” It 
was a proof of his great men¬ 
tality, indeed, that he saw the 
importance of details without 
ever allowing them to get in 
the way of his vision. He 
jl __ i was the hardest of task- 

Engranng by Mme Foumzer mas ters; indeed he literally 
Napoleon worked some of his subjects 

to death; and it is doubtful if, outside of his family circle, he 
ever felt affection for any creature; he was too impersonal to 
regard men as anything but instruments to be used as long 
m they continued to be of service. For, to him, after all, noth¬ 
ing counted but success, and what mattered the shortness of 
life, if in the end it spelled achievement? No doubt his callous 
ambition was largely forgiven in the light of what he was able to 
do for France. Yet admiration for his capacity does not alone 
account for the devotion which he received. Though he was ready 
to take any unscrupulous advantage over an enemy, one may con¬ 
cede that in normal affairs he, generally speaking, “played fair.” 
He was adamant when punishment seemed to be needed, but he 
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was equally just in rewarding devoted service. He had a ferocious 
temper, but he seldom allowed it the mastery of his brain, and it 
was this remarkable self-command in those moments of passion 
that made him the more formidable as an enemy. Yet he had a 
certain respect for the courage of one who refuted him. “With his 
keen sense of personal honor,” writes Holland Rose, “he could not 
but respect the same sentiment in those whom h* annoyed.” So 
great an egotist could afford to be magnanimous with petty of¬ 
fenses. He did not ask for loce hut only that kind of loyalty that 
springs from respect—or sometimes, fear. At a 1 ! events, love from 
his soldiers at least, he did get, perhaps because they knew that he 
shared their hardships; he was “one of them.” It is related that 
during the return from Moscow, when men were freezing to death, 
some of the soldiers handed some faggots, which they had gathered 
for their campfire, to one of Napoleon’s servants, bidding him, 

“Take them to the Emperor.” And to all his subjects, soldiers and 
citizens alike, Napoleon seemed to impart a measure of that over¬ 
powering confidence which he always felt in himself. 

The popularity which he enjoyed at the time of the Consulate— 
it was as first consul that he began his rSIe of autocrat—was not 
only enhanced by the victorious peace which he secured but also 
by the products of his statesmanship. In other words he consol¬ 
idated his position by the reforms which he enacted; and to these 
we must now turn. 

The Reorganization of France 

The motives for Napoleon’s reforms were perhaps three. He Napoleon’* 
wished the gratitude of the nation, thereby to strengthen himself. 

He had, secondly, a practical mind, which required the institution 
of an orderly, stable government. He had, thirdly, a steady care 
for his own fame. “ I hope,” he said, “to leave to posterity a renown 
that may serve as an example or as a reproach to my successors.” 

A reorganization of the State along new lines had already been 
foreshadowed by the autocratic rule implicit in the Consulate. In Reorganiub 
general, the principle of election was replaced by that of appoint- 
ment. The general structure of the judiciary remained, but judges 
were now appointed by the first consul (later by the emperor). 

Similarly the division into departments was retained, but over 
each was placed a prefect, appointed by the first consul. Thus 
after the experiment of decentralization under the Constitutional 
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Various 

activities 


Monarchy and the half-centralization of the Directory we return 
to the rigid centralization of the Old Regime. But there was now a 
more systematic procedure—for example, the departments of 
fairly equal size which the Revolution had bequeathed. In many 
cases we notice that Napoleon carried through or rounded out 
work planned or actually begun by the revolutionary assemblies. 
The Convention had made some provision for public instruction, 
but its achievements had gone little beyond its paper decrees; 
Napoleon provided such a system, centralized, of course, like all 
other public services. The unification and codification of the laws— 
a matter studied by the various assemblies 1 —was finally made a 
fact under Napoleon. This monumental achievement was pri¬ 
marily the work of a commission of jurists; yet all its plans had been 
supervised by the emperor himself, who, though he knew little law, 
was able by his keen perception and practical turn of mind to make 
important contributions. The finances were set in order for the 
first time in a decade. Napoleon strove to make his people under¬ 
stand that payment of taxes was a public duty and must not be 
shirked. Few new taxes were instituted, but the old ones were 
carefully supervised and collected, and all the revenue was economi¬ 
cally administered. It was but a short time before the national 
credit was restored, and France enjoyed a degree of stability that 
she had never known before. One of the Napoleonic creations was 
a national bank, the Bank of France, designed to give manu¬ 
facturers the benefit of loans at a low interest. Indeed Napoleon 
made every effort to rebuild the shattered industrial life of his 
country, and won a large measure of success. He also constructed 
the finest thoroughfares in Europe largely in order to promote 
internal trade. In his attitude toward culture Napoleon could 
hardly be called well-rounded. Though deeply interested in science, 
and fond of the theater and opera, he took but a passing interest in 
the arts; and literature did not thrive during his reign—perhaps 
through fear of bureaucratic vigilance. The purpose of the schools 
he felt to be the rearing of devoted citizens, taught by men with 
“ fixed principles,” as he put it. He was, in fact, too much of an 
autocrat to countenance anything likely to lead to a demand for 
political change. It was for that reason that he maintained a cen¬ 
sorship. However much he might satisfy public opinion, he did not 

* The work of a committee of the Convention was of considerable value to Na¬ 
poleon’s jurists. 
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choose to allow it any chance to cause him embarrassment. In¬ 
asmuch as opposition is sometimes wholesome, it was perhaps 
unfortunate that the Revolution had killed off most of the men of 
conspicuous talent, leaving trimmers or competent subalterns to 
take their place. 

It was partly because it taught respect for authority that Na¬ 
poleon valued the Catholic Church, and as soon as he began as first 
consul to adopt a program of reform, he gave his attention to the 
healing of the religious schism. Only through reconciliation with 
the papacy could religious unity be restored and the religious wants 
of the nation be satisfied. Agreement was reached as the result 
of negotiation, and the result was the famous Concordat of 1801. 
By this instrument the higher clergy, though appointed by the 
State, must receive the confirmation of the pope; the lower clergy 
were to be appointed by the bishops, with the sanction of the gov¬ 
ernment; and all were to be paid by the State, in compensation 
for the Church's renunciation of the confiscated lands. It might 
seem that a wiser policy would have been sharp separation of 
Church and State, but Napoleon was a firm believer in concentra¬ 
tion as a principle of statecraft, and he probably wanted the 
Church to be in a position of dependence. At any rate he restored 
religious peace. 

By his work of reorganization Napoleon purged the Revolution 
of the features which seemed to make for chaos, and retained those 
which might be calculated to bring out merit and to render the 
State a more efficient machine. In that sense he harnessed the 
Revolution to the chariot of autocracy. But Napoleon also capi¬ 
talized the patriotism, born of the Revolution, to lead his soldiers 
on a path of territorial aggrandizement. It was here that self- 
interest and vanity came to mar the soundness of his judgment 
and to push him into a course that was harmful not only to Europe 
but to the French nation as well. 

Napoleon, Lord of Europe 

Napoleon as national leader stood on solid ground. Napoleon as 
lord of Europe stood majestically on an artificial structure held 
aloft by bayonets. It was the misfortune of France that this 
great statesman was first of all a soldier—possessed of an uncanny 
skill for circumventing his enemies and of an inordinate ambition. 
The first wars that he waged were not of his own making, but from 
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1806 on Napoleon's policy meant struggles to dominate Europe 
and bend it to his will. We shall not follow the story of his cam¬ 
paigns or trace the steady growth of the Napoleonic empire. We 
saw the end of the First Coalition. The Second Coalition was shat¬ 
tered by Napoleon's triumph at Marengo, supplemented by Mo¬ 
reau's decisive victory at Hohenlinden. Peace with Austria fol¬ 
lowed in 1801; peace with Great Britain in 1802. But war with 
Great Britain was renewed in 1803, and with British encourage¬ 
ment the Third Coalition was formed (Austria, Russia, and Great 
Britain). Emperor now, and with the Grand Army composed of 
seasoned veterans, Napoleon won the Battle of Austerlitz in 
December, 1805, and forced a third peace on Austria (the Treaty 
of Pressburg). The following year Prussia took Austria's place in 
the coalition, but was overwhelmed in the twin battles of Jena and 
Auerstadt; and Russia after a prolonged resistance was vanquished 
at the Battle of Friedland in June, 1807. With the Peace of Tilsit, 
which followed, a landmark was reached in Napoleon's career the 
significance of which we shall discuss presently. We have given 
only a summary of these achievements because we think it more 
important to dwell on the methods of Napoleon and the varied 
aspects of his role in the world at large. 

To Napoleon the art of war was a favorite study and pastime, 
and few if any conquerors in history have so thoroughly compre¬ 
hended it. In the first place, he gave a great deal of attention to 
the “psychology" of his army. He often set before his soldiers the 
love of glory and hope of material gain. “I will lead you," he told 
the Army of Italy when he assumed command, “into the most fer¬ 
tile plains in the world. Rich provinces, great cities will be in your 
power. There you will find honor, glory, and wealth. Soldiers of 
the Army of Italy, shall you be lacking in courage and persever¬ 
ance." But much as he encouraged valor on the part of his troops, 
he rated discipline even higher. “The great qualities of the sol¬ 
dier," he said, “are constancy and obedience; valor is secondary." 
Napoleon's armies were highly efficient machines; and though his 
maxim was to “make war support war" (as was usual with com¬ 
manders), this was done rather by subsidies and requisitions than 
by indiscriminate plunder. He was not naturally cruel, and he did 
not burn and pillage as he went. 

In the planning of a campaign Napoleon always strove to have 
numerical superiority when he should strike the decisive blow, and 



NAPOLEON BONAPARTE 


363 


he was ever on the watch to catch the enemy when its forces were 
divided. Like many another strategist, he appreciated the im¬ 
portance of turning the enemy’s flank. Thus he won Milan without 
a pitched battle in 1796 by marching to the north of the Austrians 
and threatening to cut off their communications. He performed the 
same feat against the Austrian general, Mack, at Ulm in 1805 and 
compelled his capitulation. In this case, as in many others, he had 
made a feint as though he intended to march along another route 
and then concentrated the bulk of his .roops for the real offensive. 
When compelled to fight in general on the defensive, he nearly 
always snatched the offensive 4 , as illustrated in his campaign in 
France in 1814 when he had to give attention to several invading 
armies. The assailant has always the advantage (as he and others 
have reasoned) of choosing the time and place for giving battle. 
At Austerlitz in 1805, finding himself outnumbered and the enemy 
anxious to fight, he tried the opposite course of entrenching him¬ 
self, luring the enemy to attack him at a certain point until its 
lines were thinned at the center, and then by quick concentration 
he leveled a furious attack at this weakened center and crashed 
through the enemy’s lines. It was at Austerlitz that Napoleon 
displayed most brilliantly his qualities as a tactician. 

Much of Napoleon’s unusual skill in strategy was due to his study 
of topography and his understanding of the terrain on which a 
campaign was to be fought. He was quick to catch the enemy with 
a river at its back as at Friedland. In planning his first Italian 
campaign in 1796 he perceived that the roads which the Austrians 
and Sardinians were respectively holding followed two river val¬ 
leys, and that they diverged, one in the direction of Turin, the 
other in the direction of Milan. Since each army was protecting 
the approach to its respective capital, Napoleon saw that by 
striking a blow at either one at the correct angle, he would force 
them both to retire, and the further they retreated, the further 
they would be separated, and that he could then defeat them 
singly. He later pursued much the same plan against the Prus¬ 
sians and British at Waterloo. He pierced *the Austrian flank 
in 1800 by performing the unexpected feat of crossing the Alps, 
and the Austrians had to fight the Battle of Marengo to save their 
line of retreat. But it must be realized that the preliminary plan¬ 
ning of a campaign was not always rigorously followed, for the 
movements of an enemy were an unknown quantity, and Napoleon 
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had to adapt his policy accordingly. Though marvelously quick to 
size up a situation, he was sometihies guilty of an error in judg¬ 
ment, and later in life (after having fought with many incompetent 
commanders) he tended to underestimate his adversary. The mar¬ 
velous mobility of his armies, the speed with which they marched 
often took the enemy quite unawares and enabled Napoleon to 
snatch a victory before his opponent was ready to face him. This 
largely explains the crushing defeat of Prussia in 1806. Summing 
up his advantages, he won his victories chiefly because he possessed 
a deeper grasp than his opponents of the opportunities offered by 
natural features, handled his army with extraordinary facility, and 
was ever on the alert to catch his enemy in a false move that laid 
it open to an overwhelming blow. It is quite true that he was often 
pitted against inferior intellects; yet the capacity of some of his 
opponents is too easily belittled by impression of the outcome, and 
it must not be forgotten that he outgeneraled Wellington and 
Bliicher in the preliminaries of Waterloo and might easily have 
won the battle but for a half-day of physical collapse and a fatal 
miscalculation. 

The same skill in maneuver that he employed in war was also 
exhibited in his diplomacy. Just as he studied the enemy he was to 
meet in battle, so he studied the personalities he had to deal with 
in foreign relations. When the Czar Paul (who had succeeded to 
the Russian throne on the death of Catherine in 1796) broke with 
his allies of the Second Coalition, Napoleon made a business of 
cultivating his friendship. As Paul had been made grand master 
of the Knights of St. John, the crusading order which Napoleon 
had ousted from Malta on his way to Egypt, Napoleon was pre¬ 
pared to hand over to him the island, especially as it was being 
beleaguered by a British fleet and Napoleon knew that he could 
not expect to hold it. Such “generosity” made a great impression 
on the flighty czar, and he became so furious with the British when 
Malta capitulated that he formed a league of neutral powers (the 
Second League of Armed Neutrality) to defend neutral shipping 
against the harshness of the British fleets in their search for con¬ 
traband goods. Subsequently Napoleon amused the Czar by plan¬ 
ning with him a joint attack upon India,; and the murder of Paul 
in 1801 as the result of a palace revolution was one of the few 
reverses which led Napoleon to display emotion, But the adroitness 
with which he outgeneraled British diplomats and made the prof- 
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itable Peace of Amiens may well have moderated his disappoint¬ 
ment. Just as he took advantage of the Czar Paul's unbalanced 
mentality, so Napoleon eked profit from the cupidity of the 
Hohenzollern king, Frederick William III. He offered Prussia the 
electorate of Hanover, which he had taken from the King of Eng¬ 
land, and thereby held Frederick William to an alliance until he 
was ready to doff the mask and commence v ir. Just as he fre¬ 
quently defeated an enemy by falling upon its army in detach¬ 
ments, so he often prevented a combination from forming against 
him by raising an issue between them. In 1800 he had effectually 
driven a wedge between Russia and England over the question 
of Malta. In 1806 he alienated England from Prussia over Han¬ 
over, and a British fleet actually blockaded Prussia's ports. In 
1806 also, he kept Russia, Austria, and Great Britain all diverted 
in the East by his Turkish intrigues while he forced Prussia to face 
him single-handed. Perhaps his greatest diplomatic achievement 
was the conversion of the Czar Alexander I (who had succeeded 
his father, Paul) from an enemy into an ally, and this triumph was 
simply due to his understanding of the Czar's impressionable nature 
and the way to appeal to his vanity and greed. 

What did Napoleon's domination mean to Europe? How did Napoleon 
Napoleon treat his conquests? His work in Italy before he was first conqueror 
consul well illustrates his policy. To the Italians in Austrian 
Lombardy he posed in the first place as a liberator. This province 
of the Hapsburgs was reorganized as the Cisalpine Republic with 
a constitution like that of France. But Napoleon made the Italians 
here and elsewhere pay for their freedom. There were heavy req¬ 
uisitions of food and money, especially in the case of princes like 
the Pope and the Grandduke of Tuscany who were allowed to re¬ 
tain their independence. Such rulers had not only to pay indem¬ 
nities but even to give up some of their art treasures. Later, 
after he became, himself, the government of France, Napoleon 
raised contingents for his armies in the lands which had come 
under his sway, and if they happened to be on the seacoast, they 
had to close their ports to British trade. * 

Germany, like Italy, was divided into different states, only 
they were much more numerous. At the Peace of Basel (already 
mentioned) 1 it had been agreed that Prussia should receive com¬ 
pensation for her losses on the left bank of the Rhine by obtaining 

»Page 334. 
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territories across the river. Thus had been foreshadowed a terri¬ 
torial reconstitution of Germany; and it was left for Napoleon to 
carry the plan into effect. Generally speaking, his policy was to 
hand over the smaller states, including the ecclesiastical princi¬ 
palities and imperial towns, to the larger ones. By such an arrange¬ 
ment he insured recognition of the natural boundaries from Austria 
as well as Prussia, and he also built up a party in his interest, 
made up of states which he had aggrandized, like Bavaria, Wlir- 
temberg, and Saxony. Such juggling of territory was an interest¬ 
ing commentary on the futility of the old empire, and when in 
July, 1806, Napoleon formed the Confederation of the Rhine—an 
organization of states south of the river Main which provided him 
with 63,000 soldiers—the position of the Hapsburg emperor was 
so obviously stultified that several of the German states announced 
their separation from the empire, and the logical climax was 
reached when Napoleon himself in August, 1806, proclaimed the 
Holy Roman Empire at an end. The dethroned emperor did not 
protest, and shortly afterward assumed the title of emperor of 
Austria. Thus a touch of Napoleon's realism finally disposed of 
an outworn relic of the Middle Ages. 

The Napoleonic regime in Europe had meanwhile quite lost 
its republican character. The Cisalpine Republic became the 
kingdom of Italy with Napoleon as its sovereign. Later he founded 
kingdoms for some of his brothers; and his step-son, Eugene, be¬ 
came King of Italy. His hold over dependent states was often con¬ 
solidated by the enthronement of one of his family or a marriage 
between one of his family and a member of a ruling dynasty. But 
the exigencies' of the Continental System, which we shall consider 
in another place, led to outright annexation of many dependencies, 
and the empire reached its territorial height about 1810. It was 
strongest, however, in 1807 when the Italians and Germans by 
dint of force or favor lay in the hollow of his hand. By his grip on 
central Europe Napoleon became the most powerful sovereign 
since the days of Charlemagne. It is doubtful if anyone else in 
modem history would have dared to imprison a pope. 1 

* It was a long-drawn-cut quarrel over many things, and Napoleon treated the 
Pope in the most domineering fashion, even at one time ocoupying a part of the 
Papal States. When he learned that the Pope had at last determined to defy him 
and was preparing a bull of excommunication, Napoleon had him arrested and 
imprisoned in France. In its later stages the quarrel had been over the Continental 
System, and in 1809 the Papal States were annexed to France. 
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But the scope of Napoleon’s policy was not confined to Europe. Napoleon 
So great an emperor wished to extend his sway to remote con- Vnperiaiut 
tinents and to erect a colonial empire second to none in the world. 

This meant necessarily a challenge to British colonial supremacy. 
Napoleon’s enmity to Great Britain was, of course, inherited, but 
it became in course of time the most dominant force in his policy. 

As far back as when he went to Egypt, his object was to ruin Brit¬ 
ish trade, for he reasoned that by opening up the short route to 
the East he could strike at what he believed to be the main source 
of British wealth—namely India. LJnhappdy for Napoleon, he 
could not retain Egypt without sea power. Nelson destroyed his 
fleet at the Battle of the Nile, and henceforth Egypt was definitely 
lost. His designs on the Mediterranean were hardly more success¬ 
ful. We have noted his failure to keep Malta—a port of great 
strategic importance because of its command of the old trade 
route to the East. In 1806 he ousted the Bourbons from the throne 
of Naples with the hope of getting Sicily, and he told his brother 
Joseph whom he made king of the Two Sicilies that the Mediter¬ 
ranean was the most important object of his policy; yet an attempt 
to take Sicily was frustrated by the British; and he was not much 
more successful in his designs on the Ionian Islands. His policy 
also embraced the new world—though with much the same result. 

He squandered lives relentlessly in trying to put down a native 
revolt in San Domingo, and admitted later that his expedition to 
that fever-ridden island was the greatest folly of his career. In 
1801 he secured Louisiana from Spain, but two years later, when 
he was drifting into a renewal of war with Great Britain, he re¬ 
alized that he could not keep it, and so sold it to the United States. 

It is curious that a man of his clear perception could not have 
seen that without a superior navy his colonial dreams were vain. 

Nelson’s great victory at Trafalgar in 1806 practically destroyed 
what sea power he had. But almost to the end of his reign his vivid 
imagination reached out to distant lands. He sent exploring ex¬ 
peditions to the Far East, and even intrigued with some of the 
native princes of India. Meanwhile, inability to cope with that 
“nation of shop-keepers” on the sea had driven him relentlessly 
into the alternative policy of trying to close the Continent to 
British trade. 

Yet if war on British commerce was unlikely to achieve its 
object, it is equally true that so far British money and British 
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diplomacy had been unable to check Napoleon’s progress in Eu¬ 
rope; so that up to 1807 there was still a deadlock between the 
mistress of the seas and the dominant power on land. And it 
remained to be seen whether the humiliation of Russia would 
avail to break that deadlock. Alexander had sued for peace; and 
the result was “Tilsit.” 

Tilsit—The Zenith of Napoleon’s Power 

By arrangement Napoleon met the Czar on a raft in the river 
Niemen which flowed between the opposing camps. The inter¬ 
view lasted an hour and a half, and as there was no one else pres¬ 
ent, we can only guess the tenor of the conversation. But we 
know that Alexander was completely captivated. “I never,” he 
said afterward, “had more prejudices against any man than against 
him; but after three quarters of an hour of conversation they dis¬ 
appeared like a dream”; and again, “Would that I had known 
him sooner! The veil is torn aside and the time of error is passed.” 
Apparently the basis of an alliance was agreed upon, as well as 
the terms to be handed the Prussian king, who waited on the out¬ 
skirts to be summoned to learn his fate. The Treaties of Tilsit 
followed. The one between France and Prussia forced Prussia to 
hand over to France all her territory west of the Elbe (most of 
which was made into the kingdom of Westphalia for Jerome Bona¬ 
parte); to cede her Polish provinces to Saxony (whose ruler be¬ 
came grandduke of Warsaw), save that a small strip to the east 
was annexed to Russia, her former ally; to harbor a French army 
of occupation pending the payment of an indemnity; and to 
close her ports to British trade. By a subsequent convention 
she was forced to agree to an alliance and even to reduce her army 
to 42,000 men. Treaties had already been signed between France 
and Russia. By the published treaty the Czar recognized the 
political changes that Napoleon had made and accepted French 
mediation in his Turkish war, but his expectation of Napoleon’s 
consent to the cession of lands in the Near East was hardly borne 
out by anything in writing. In a secret treaty, signed on the same 
day (July 7, 1807), a defensive alliance was contracted between 
the two powers. Napoleon should join Russia against Turkey if 
his mediation were not accepted by the Porte, and in that case an 
agreement was to be reached for the cession by Turkey of certain 
provinces, though the treaty did not specify that Russia herself 
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should have them. The Czar, in return, agreed to offer his me¬ 
diation in the war between France and Great Britain, and if this 
were refused, he would close his ports to British commerce 
and join France in forcing certain neutral powers, Sweden, 
Denmark, and Portugal to do likewise. The Czar was won to 
this curious bargain partly by the hope of filching Finland from 
Sweden. 


It is often said that at Tilsit Napoleon reached the height of his importance 
power. Central Europe lay at his feet, and Russia was doing his of ™ 
bidding. Possession of the Netherlands as well as these other gains 
meant that in British eyes he had completely shattered the bal¬ 
ance of power, and for his policy ot commercial warfare he had 
now the co-operation of the Czar. Yet this alliance which promised 
so much was of dubious strength, since no alliance can last unless 
it is of mutual advantage, and for Russia disillusionment was bound 
to come. Moreover, Tilsit led Napoleon into further adventures, 
as we shall notice, which ended in disaster. Thus Tilsit was, in a 
sense, the turning-point of his fortunes. 


The Collapse of French Domination over Europe 

The liberation of Europe from Napoleon’s domination was long Genera 
in coming. The great emperor was to win many victories after Causes 
Tilsit, and the territorial height of his empire was not reached till 
1810. But the maintenacc of so vast a domain depended on uner- Napoleon's 
ring skill, and like many another conqueror Napoleon came at last ^dencT 
to lose his mental balance. He acquired the fixed idea that he 
could master any problem, vanquish any adversary. Now it is 
quite true that he had been able through force or favor to dictate 
to a multitude of princes, but if either of these methods should 
cease to be effective, then this artificial domination over Europe 
would begin to crack, and if the fissures became wide enough, the 
whole unwieldy edifice would fall to pieces like a house of cards. Precarious - 
For, after all, beneath the princes whom he manipulated were 
their subjects, and these subjects might tire of his exactions and 
be driven by desperation to sweep their wavering princes into 
open hostility, It was certainly not inconceivable that that spirit 
which the French had shown in resisting foreign invasion might be 
bom in other peoples who chafed against the tyranny of a foreign 
power. Given therefore the conqueror’s untempered ambition 
and the latent resentment of millions of people, it only needed 
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same fatal blunders in judgment to produce the complete collapse 
of his great empire. 

The three blunders which combined to ruin Napoleon were the 
Continental System, the Spanish intrigue, and the invasion of 
Russia. The first was not in itself fatal but it had much to do with 
leading him directly into the second and was not unconnected 
with the third. 

The Continental System was the plan, already stated, of closing 
all the ports on the Continent to British trade. This method of 
fighting Great Britain through commercial warfare had its genesis 
partly in the mercantile system, which had made war by tariffs 
a normal feature of the relations between nations, and partly 
in the more drastic measures which the Directory had taken against 
British trade. Not only had British imports been excluded from 
France but even certain commodities, like cotton and woolen 
goods, which bore the presumption of British manufacture (even 
though brought in by neutral shippers) had been excluded from 
the French market. When Napoleon’s own influence came to be 
exerted on French policy, we must add the fact that he himself 
believed that Great Britain derived her chief wealth from her 
maritime trade and that to deprive her of her markets would 
mean that she would slowly bleed to death. Yet his motive was 
not wholly military. As the Continent possessed few industries, 
Napoleon cherished the hope of getting the whole of this market 
for French manufactured products, as one of the means of making 
France the leading industrial power. In pursuit of such an end, 
a struggle with England was inevitable. Already—before the in¬ 
ception of this policy—the Pope had been forced as early as 1797 
to close his ports to British trade, and after the renewal of war 
with Great Britain in 1803 France made strenuous efforts to con¬ 
trol the entire seaboard from Otranto in southern Italy all the way 
round to Hamburg on the North Sea. Finally, as we have noticed 
before, the disaster of Trafalgar had forced Napoleon to throw his 
chief emphasis on commercial war. Hence the decision (which 
we have noted) to bar the ports of Prussia to British goods. Such 
were the chief factors in the evolution of the Continental System. 
The fact that the British engaged in counter-measures, such as 
blockading the French coasts and preventing even neutral powers 
from trading by sea with France, naturally aggravated the strug¬ 
gle. In his famous Berlin decree, November 11, 1806, Napoleon 
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forbade all access to the Continent to British goods, making such 
goods liable to seizure, and even ordered the arrest of all British 
subjects in countries under his sway. We shall not detail the story 
of the battle of decrees and orders 1 which followed. The Conti¬ 
nental System had been inaugurated, and it became a continuous 
if not also the most dominant of Napoleon’s policies. 

The alliance with Russia, concluded at Tilsit, seemed to give (£) its 
Napoleon his greatest opportunity of success. Most of the Con- operatton 
tinent was already theoretically closed to British commerce, and 
now Russia was added to the list of exponents of the system, while 
the neutral powers, Denmark, Sweden, and Portugal were to be 
forced to follow suit. Denmark, as a matter of fact, required no 
coercion, as she was willing to form an alliance with Napoleon. 2 
Sweden was forced into compliance by Russia, who took Finland 
as payment for her trouble. Portugal, seeing the danger of refusal 
(especially as Spain seemed to be in collusion with France against 
her), did not dare to reject the Emperor’s demand, though her 
compliance did not avail to save her from worse to come. But—if 
we may leave this fateful chain of events for the moment-let us 
note the important fact that the Continental System quite failed 
to attain its object. It is true enough that Great Britain suffered, 
but she was far from being ruined. It was never possible, in fact, ( 3 ) its 
to seal up the whole Continent. In the first place the Ottoman ^ ure 
Empire was outside the range of French activity, and much mer¬ 
chandise was shipped into Europe at Saloniki. It is often said 
that a chain is as strong as its weakest link, and here was even a 
missing link. In the second place, it was literally impossible to 
prevent smuggling. It was the difficulty of keeping his depend¬ 
encies loyal to a policy that was economically ruinous to them 
that induced Napoleon to annex more and more of the seaboard 
states until, indeed, some two thousand miles of coast were under 
the direct control of French officials. Not only were the Papal 
States annexed (and the Pope for a time imprisoned) but even 
the maritime provinces of Austria. Yet even then it was never 
possible to prevent illicit trading—there were too many fortunes 
to be made in that way; and the Emperor himself sometimes con¬ 
nived at the infraction of his own decrees when he needed British 

* The British retaliated by a strict blockade and other measures. 

* Apprised of the impending alliance, the British bombarded Copenhagen and 
sailed off with the Danish fleet. It is no wonder that Denmark became Napoleon^ 
staunchest ally. 



362 


A SHORT HISTORY OF MODERN EUROPE 


boots for his soldiers. Moreover, the reduction of the volume of 
trade with Great Britain, which supplied so many articles of 
manufacture, was one of the grievances of those states which for 
other reasons had become restive under the demands of Napoleon's 
policy. 

The But economic injuries to a people do not cause so sharp a re- 

uprising** hutment as an insult to its pride. And it was here that Napoleon 
(/) in Spain ma de his fatal blunder. It was soon evident that his quarrel with 
Portugal, which resulted in the sending of an anny of 35,000 across 
Spain to invade that country, was really aimed not at the govern¬ 
ment of Lisbon but at that of Madrid. The right of transit across 
Spain was accorded through the influence of the prime minister, 
Prince Godoy, who was to receive a portion of Portugal as his 
reward. But Napoleon never intended to keep the bargain. He 
merely wanted to make sure of getting an army into Spain; and 
by the beginning of 1808 the French soldiers south of the Pyrenees 
numbered 100,000. It is no wonder that the Spanish royal family 
sought to follow the example of the Portuguese and flee to America. 
But Napoleon was on the watch, and his cruisers blocked his vic¬ 
tims’ chance of escape. Already Spain was in his iron grip. 

While one may hazard a guess at the reasons for Napoleon’s 
plot against Spain, it is rather hard to see its justification. Spain 
had been one of those powers which had for many years been pro¬ 
moting his policy. In his service she had squandered money, 
troops, and ships, and had closed her doors to British goods. The 
Bourbon king of Spain, Charles IV, was a feeble creature, whose 
queen lived in guilty relations with the prime minister, Godoy, 
and it was he (Godoy) who, to keep himself in power despite popular 
resentment, had sold his country’s policy to Napoleon. Once 
Godoy had wavered in his subservience, and in 1806 had made an 
appeal to the Spanish people to rise in arms; but the victory of 
Jena followed, and Godoy quickly lapsed into docility—even to 
conniving at the annihilation of Portugal. But this was not to 
save Godoy or Spain, Perhaps Napoleon felt that a purchased 
sycophant could never be trusted. 1 Perhaps he felt that, now that 
the Bourbons had lost their thrones at Paris and Naples, he might 
as well make a clean sweep and oust them from Madrid as well. 

1 Kircheisen makes the point that Napoleon would have been wiser if he had 
struck down Godoy and married Ferdinand to a princess of the imperial house, 
44 Had he done so,” he thinks, M the whole of Spain would have saluted him as their 
country’s benefactor.” 
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Perhaps he longed to free the Spaniards from an oppressive and 
ignoble rule and to attach them through gratitude to their de¬ 
liverer. Perhaps he simply enjoyed the experience of using his 
matchless skill to add a new throne to his plentiful store. Such 
may account for his tortuous policy in Spain. 

At any rate, whether or not he had formed a settled design, 
circumstances played into his hands. The crown prince, Ferdinand, 
hated his parents and their favorite, and though fully as con¬ 
temptible as they, he was regarded as a hero by the people of 
Madrid. In March, 1808, a mob gathered about the royal palace 
and clamored for Godoy's head. Ferdinand, importuned by his 
mother, saved her favorite's life, but he had done so on condition 
that his father should abdicate, and this condition was perforce 
fulfilled. This, of course, made Ferdinand king. Now was the 
chance for a national leader to head the popular movement and 
liberate Spain from a foreign yoke. 

But Ferdinand was just as ready as his father and Godoy to 
bend the knee to France, and he was anxious that the Emperor 
should award him the hand of one of his nieces. Napoleon saw 
that the moment had come for closing his net about this wretched 
family. Ferdinand was accordingly lured over the mountains to 
Bayonne, whither the ex-King, his wife, and even Godoy followed. 
It was a nice little family party that the Emperor had on his hands. 
And as Charles was insisting that the crown had been wrested 
from him by force, Napoleon was now to decide the fate of the 
Spanish kingdom. Arbiter of the crown of Spain, he forthwith 
decided that neither father nor son should have it. After forcing 
a renunciation from them both, he called his brother Joseph from 
Naples to Madrid to become king of Spain. Such was the outcome 
of the intrigue which compassed the downfall of the Bourbons. 
It was the same old game of making fools of princes. But Napoleon 
had seen no further than this. He had reckoned without the people 
of Spain. 

And nemesis was speedily to come. Joseph had not been on the 
throne of Madrid two weeks before he found himself in the midst 
of a nationalist uprising the like of which Europe had never seen. 
All over Spain local juntas or councils were formed; appeal was 
made to Great Britain, who sent a small army of auxiliaries; and 
Joseph soon found it necessary to retire behind the Ebro. Napoleon 
saw that he was in for something he had never anticipated. After 
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making sure of the Czar’s friendship (though this time he had to 
consent to Russia's wresting from Turkey the Danubian Princi¬ 
palities), he came down to Spain at the head of an army, expelled 
the British forces, and to all appearances stifled the revolt. It 
was then that Joseph, under his brother's direction, carried out 
some useful reforms. But not even by good government were the 
Spaniards reconciled to foreign rule. They would rather be op¬ 
pressed than be benefited by a prince foisted upon them from with¬ 
out. After Napoleon's withdrawal the insurrection broke out 
more fiercely than ever, and what was known as the “Peninsular 
War," dragging on for many years, was destined to sap the re¬ 
sources of France until it contributed in large measure to the col¬ 
lapse of her power in Europe. No wonder Napoleon remarked 
later, “It was the Spanish ulcer that ruined me." 

Indeed the most serious result of the Spanish uprising was its 
effect upon other countries. Its significance lay in the fact that 
it was the beginning of a nationalist movement of resistance, not 
confined to Spain but embracing other peoples. Napoleon had 
known nationalism only so far as the fighting spirit of France was 
a hang-over from the days of the Revolution, and in this way he 
had capitalized nationalism in his own interest. But as a force 
that might be turned against him it was a new and painful expe¬ 
rience. This oversight was hardly strange, however, in view of 
the customary inertia of peoples held down by absolute mon- 
archs. 

There was, of course, still a chance that the contagion might 
be stopped if the Emperor acted in time. But it should be added 
that the origins of this nationalist movement were not to be found 
wholly in Spain. Paradoxically enough, it was the spirit of the 
French Revolution itself, expressed in its obvious lessons of effi¬ 
ciency, that had induced Prussia in her grief and desperation to 
reform, and it was through reform that she attained to a spiritual 
fervor comparable to that of Spain's. Indeed Prussia's reaction to 
Napoleonic tyranny had come somewhat earlier than in Spain. 
Shortly after Tilsit, under the leadership of the patriot minister, 
Stein, Prussia rid herself of serfdom, leveled out many of the exist¬ 
ing differences between classes, and established local self-govern¬ 
ment. People, no matter to what class they belonged, felt that 
they had now at last an interest in being Prussians. Thus a spirit 
of unity was achieved. It was no wonder that Napoleon forced 
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campaign have so often boon depicted that we shall not take space 
to recount them here. When Moscow had at last been reached, 
it was found to be practically deserted, and was for a time rendered 
untenable by a fire which consumed most of the city. About a 
month was spent in Moscow—precious time, for if the army had 
to go back, it would not now be able to escape a Russian winter. 

Since the Tzar would not treat, and sin tie mos' of the Russian army 
was out of reach, there was nothing for Napoleon to do but order 
a retreat. Divining his pur}K>se, the Russians blocked his effort 
to pick a more southerly route that would have enabled the re¬ 
treating army to find provisions; and the baffled host, numbering 
now a hundred thousand men, were forced to choose the route 
by which they had come—the devastated line of march. And all 
the time they had the Russians at their heels. Famished, and ex¬ 
hausted by forced marches (to avoid the Russians), and eventu¬ 
ally overtaken by the rigors of a Russian winter, the remnant of 
the Grand Army pursued its ghastly retreat until, after it had at 
last crossed the Niemen, there were less than 10,000 of the enor¬ 
mous host which Napoleon had marshaled for the humbling of 
Russia. “Only about 1,000 of the guards remained in order; the 
rest roamed over the country, singly or in small bands, mostly 
unarmed and in rags.” It is almost incredible to think of an army 
of 450,000 (the actual number engaged in the invasion) practically 
wiped out in a single campaign. 

The significance of the Russian fiasco was momentous. It gave ( s > Sipnifi- 
new heart to the enemies of Napoleon. Though something of the lt * 

truth had filtered through to central Europe during the year 1812, 
it was only when the wasted remnants of the Grand Army began 
to pass through Germany that men realized the magnitude of the 
disaster. Everyone knew now that Napoleon was not a superman; 
he had been thoroughly and decisively beaten. Henceforth he was 
thrown upon the defensive, compelled to fight for the retention 
of his control over central Europe, and with forces that were not, 
in general, the equal of the army he had lost in Russia. But the 
chief significance of the Emperor’s blunder was the moral effect 
that it had upon Europe. The nationalist movement of resistance, 
begun in Spain, was soon to envelop him in Germany. We are on 
the threshold of the War of Liberation. 

As soon as Napoleon had reached Germany, he rushed to France The War of 
to raise new forces and in a few months he was back in Germany Uber< * tion 
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with an army of over 200,000 men. But in the meantime im¬ 
portant events had taken place. Austria had signed a secret truce 
with Russia, and the commander of the Prussian contingent which 
had been an auxiliary of the Grand Army did likewise, acting on 
his own responsibility. 

The decisive role in this turning-point in Europe's fortunes was 
played by Prussia. We have already noted the patient laying of 
the foundations of a new jocial order in this state. The social re¬ 
forms, begun in 1807, were being extended still further, the peas¬ 
ants being allowed to redeem their feudal rights by handing over 
a third of their holdings to their lords and retaining the remainder 
in full ownership. Of more immediate practical importance, Prus¬ 
sia had deliberately got around the limitation of her army to 
42,000 men by constantly passing a stream of new recruits through 
the ranks, so that the bulk of the nation's manhood might acquire 
military training. Then, as soon as Prussia was free of foreign 
occupation, her army was completely reorganized, and a decree 
was issued, requiring service with the colors as a civic obligation. 
There seemed little doubt now that Prussia was ready to throw 
down the gauntlet to Napoleon. Yet for a long time her king 
hesitated (Frederick William deserved much credit for his choice 
of ministers but his nature was timid and vacillating), and it was 
really the force of popular pressure that swept him off his feet. 
In April, 1813, Prussia and Russia formed an alliance for the 
liberation of Germany. It was the germ of the Last Coalition. 
Sweden and Great Britain are also to be included, but the Swedes 
did very little, and British operations were confined to Spain. 
Austria under Metternich still played a waiting game. 

It was evident that Napoleon was facing a difficult problem. 
There were still no signs of disaffection in Italy, and the Confeder¬ 
ation of the Rhine, which had gained so much from his favor, 
was not prepared as yet to desert their patron. But Prussia, thanks 
to the needless retreat of the French commander (before Napo¬ 
leon's arrival) had recovered all her territory east of the Elbe, 
and the armies of Russia and Prussia were able to act as a unit. 
After a campaign which yielded nothing to either side the oppos¬ 
ing enemies signed a truce. It has been said that Napoleon in his 
earlier days would never have made this serious blunder. Though 
he needed the truce for sound military reasons, the condition of 
his enemies demanded it far more. Besides, Austria was watching 
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the struggle with the keenest interest. Believing that Napoleon 
was facing a losing fight, Metternich made up his mind to assume 
the rdle of arbiter. He offered Napoleon terms which would have 
practically meant the end of his sway in Germany, and these the 
Emperor indignantly refused. When the news came of Welling¬ 
ton's victory in Spain in the Battle of Vittoria, the die was cast. 

On August 12, 1813 Austria definitely joined the Last Coalition. 

It can readily be judged that the great emperor was fighting a Reammfor 
losing game and that the stake was the control of central Europe. 

In other words he was threatened with the collapse of his empire. 

The causes of this collapse are easy to figure out. In the first place 
he was greatly outnumbered. On the accession of Austria to the 
Coalition the disparity was more than two to one. It was largely 
this disadvantage that made the campaign for Napoleon so essen¬ 
tially defensive. This meant, of course, that he had a long line to 
defend and that he had often to depend upon his marshals for 
important maneuvers. But the Emperor had always engrossed 
responsibility so completely himself that his subalterns were un¬ 
equal to the task. When he won the Battle of Dresden, his mar¬ 
shals lost its fruits. It is also worthy of note that owing to the 
shortage of horses (due, of course, to the Russian campaign) 

Napoleon lacked sufficient cavalry to follow up a victory. And 
then, of course, there was the drain of the Peninsular War. A 
large force had to hold the line of the Pyrenees, and thanks partly 
to frequent quarrels between the marshals and partly to the su¬ 
perior generalship of Wellington, the French were gradually being 
pressed back into France. The second of the broad reasons for 
Napoleon's failure was the contrast in the quality of the two oppos¬ 
ing armies. Napoleon's army was made up largely of young con¬ 
scripts, thoroughly inexperienced and not too eager to fight; while 
his marshals, generally speaking, were weary of the war and 
anxious for a time of leisure to enjoy their honors. Generalship 
on the side of the Allies was not, it is true, superior, but the armies 
of the Coalition were imbued with the spirit of nationalism, and 
that superiority in morale which had meant so much to Napoleon 
in his earlier days had now shifted to the armies of his enemies. 

Moreover, the desire to be on the winning side, which had ac¬ 
counted for the subservience of so many German princes, was now 
<ready to operate against the French. 

The decisive battle was fought at Leipzig, October 14-16,1813. 
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Leipzig and It was a hard fight, and the outcome, thanks to Napoleon’s supe- 
tje downfall r * or was j on g * n doubt. But the defection of the Saxons on 
the field of battle decided the issue. On November 2 Napoleon 
Europe crossed the Rhine in full retreat. With the loss of Germany the 
Napoleonic empire in Europe collapsed. It was no longer possible 
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even to retain Italy, which the Austrians were steadily recovering, 
The War of Liberation had been won. 

The first “The Emperor Napoleon must become king of France.” So 

abdication Talleyrand had said, and after Napoleon’s retirement to French 
territory the great captain was more than ever on the defensive. 
Yet the Allies were divided as to whether they really wanted to 
invade France, and they took the extraordinary step of making 
proposals to their vanquished enemy* These terms would havq 
left to Napoleon the “natural boundaries”—in other words, the 
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conquests which he had inherited from the Revolution. But he 
still refused to swallow the discomfiture of defeat, and gave an 
evasive answer. Hence the Allies crossed the Rhine. 

We shall not dwell on the incidents of the campaign of 1814 
save to note that Napoleon with an army reduced now to 70,000 
performed extraordinary feats against the scattered but numeri¬ 
cally superior strength of the Coalition. It sh< aid also be added 
that his troops fought valiantly in defense of their native land- 
inspired, indeed, by a very different fading from that of trying to 
uphold the imperial policy in Europe The end, however, could 
never be in doubt. While Napoleon sought to lure away the 
Austrians (who had been hanging back, not too anxious to press 
the campaign), and to cut nis enemies’ communications, the Allies 
united their forces and entered Paris. Even then the harassed 
emperor was unwilling to admit defeat, but since the enemy was 
in his capital and even the senate had decided against him, there 
was nothing to do but surrender to the inevitable. On April 4, 
1814 Napoleon signed his abdication, and according to the terms 
that were dictated by the Allies, he repaired at once to Elba, a 
little island off the west coast of Italy. In taking leave of the 
Old Guard, he declared, “I abdicate; I yield nothing.” It was 
the germ of the “return” and the “Hundred Days.” 

Napoleon stayed about ten months on the island of Elba. All 
the time he had been observing the situation in Europe, waiting 
for the opportunity to come back; and such an opportunity even¬ 
tually arose from two causes. In the first place the powers assem¬ 
bled at Vienna were quarreling vigorously over the spoils, and 
Napoleon believed that these rifts would work in his favor; he 
even said later that he had heard that the Congress had broken up. 
In the second place, the Bourbons, restored to the throne of France, 
soon contrived to make themselves unpopular. Louis XVIII had 
granted a constitution (more liberal at least than any of Napo¬ 
leon’s), and he had recognized the property rights obtained from 
the Revolution; yet the airs of the returning emigres, who behaved 
as though the Revolution had never happened, gave great offense 
to the new nobility of service, now plainly out of favor. Then 
thousands of soldiers, returning now from the war, found it hard 
to settle down, and after an interval of rest, they craved the 
excitement of battle and the thrill of Napoleon’s leadership. Many 
a peasant family felt itself almost exalted by the fact of having a 
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veteran in its household, and for most of the common people 
Napoleon was still a hero. While it can hardly be said that the 
middle class or even the peasantry longed for Napoleon's return, 
they looked upon the Bourbons with a good deal of suspicion, 
wondering, after all, if the new social order, born of the Revolution, 
would be quite safe in their hands. 

It was, accordingly, in the belief that he would be welcome that 
Napoleon returned to France. And he was not mistaken. While 
the mass of the population may have been somewhat apathetic— 
perhaps dazed by the very boldness of the stroke—his journey 
to Paris was none other than a series of ovations. The day after 
the Bourbons had taken flight the great adventurer re-entered 
his capital. It was his last great thrust for the recovery of his 
power. 

But Napoleon's situation was undeniably critical. It is true that 
apart from a rising in La Vendee royalism caused him little trou¬ 
ble; but he had to grant a constitution, which gave the liberal 
elements a power that would be difficult to hold in leash. Worse 
than this was the external situation. As soon as they heard of his 
coming, the powers had ceased their brawls, and had agreed upon 
denouncing him as an outlaw. Napoleon had, therefore, to face a 
united Europe. Naturally, then, his only hope was to attack his 
enemies before they were ready. After detailing some troops to 
guard the Pyrenees and others to deal with La Vendee, he could 
spare barely 125,000 men, though they were mostly veterans, 
and there was certainly no question of their loyalty. Napoleon 
knew that he must attack the British and Prussian armies (to¬ 
gether numbering over 200,000 men) quartered in Belgium before 
the Austrians and Russians were ready to re-enforce them; and 
he proposed as usual to catch his enemy unprepared. In fact, he 
marched his army so quickly to the attack that neither Wellington 
nor Bliicher had his army concentrated or was ready to act with 
the other. Napoleon's aim was to strike at a point between them, 
and, taking advantage of the direction of the roads, throw them 
back in different directions. The plan of campaign was masterly, 
but he made some fatal blunders in its execution. Though he 
defeated the main body of the Prussians and drove back the ad¬ 
vance posts of the British, he failed to take sufficient precautions 
for keeping the two armies from coming together. In the mean¬ 
time, he wasted a whole day by slow marching, though some of 
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this delay was certainly due to physical exhaustion. The result 
of all this was that the Battle of Waterloo was lost before it began. 

While Napoleon was pounding at Wellington’s position and had a 
fair chance of snatching a victory in the end, the Prussians ar¬ 
rived in time to decide the issue. The Battle of Waterloo (June 
18, 1815) was then followed by an Allied advance upon Paris. 

No battle in history has perhaps more spectacular, features 
than the Battle of Waterloo; no battle was more nearly won by 
the vanquished, or has created so much critical speculation; but 
even had Napoleon won the day, it is doubtful if he could have 
triumphed over all his many enemies 

A rapid flight to Paris was soon followed by abdication; and this The final 
time, in order to make sure that he would never trouble the peace ex iie , and ’ 
of Europe again, he was sent to the little island of St. Helena in death 
the south Atlantic Ocean, far from the coast of Africa. Here under 
the custody of a British governor —for the island belonged to 
Great Britain—Napoleon spent the remaining years of his life. 

Though he stated that he should have fallen on the battlefield of 
W T aterloo, the fact of this great conqueror, “ chained to a barren 
rock,” has something of a dramatic touch, and was certainly 
eloquent proof of the dread with which his enemies regarded him. 

Though not exactly happy in his exile, he found abundant re¬ 
sources with which to while away his time, and it was characteris¬ 
tic of the man that he gave his major attention to following a 
definite plan—that of arranging his “ martyrdom.” When a fatal 
illness finally smote him, he bore his sufferings with the greatest 
fortitude, and died May 5, 1821 when not yet fifty-three years of 
age. 

The chief importance of these years of exile was the task that HutoHcal 
he had imposed upon himself. It was then that he undertook to 
present his case to posterity; he was the friend of peace (for wars 
were only forced upon him!) and the champion of the principles 
of the Revolution. By this pose—which is known as the “ Napo¬ 
leonic Legend”—he hoped that some future Bonaparte (and he 
always thought of his son l ) might construct a rlew stage and re¬ 
enact the drama of Napoleonic rule. It is a tribute to his vision 
and to his knowledge of the French people that his plan was to bear 
fruit. Whatever may be said in criticism of Napoleon, he was 

1 The Duke of Reichstadt (“Napoleon II**)* known in romance as L'Aiglon, died 
ill Vienna in 1831. 
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without doubt a commanding genius. His indomitable ambition 
must cloud our admiration for him as a man; yet, withal, he was 
a practical statesman who achieved much that was good, and even 
his wars, though they were hardly worth the price, brought many 
permanent benefits to Europe. Historically he embodied a period 
of transition. The last of a series of benevolent despots, he was at 
the same time one of the first of great modem statesmen. Napoleon 
valued ability and hated shams. He was undoubtedly too much 
of an egotist and too military to have a respect for public opinion, 
but he nevertheless gave the individual a chance to prove his worth. 
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The importance of the French Revolution, like that of all 
revolutions, could be measured only with time. If one looks for 
concrete changes, especially in Europe outside of France, compar¬ 
atively few may challenge attention in 1815 after the great storm 
had spent itself. Politically and socially much of Europe was still 
the same as it had been in the days of the Enlightened Despots. 

Yet the principles of the Revolution had displayed their dynamic 
force in so memorable a fashion that the generation which had 
witnessed this demonstration was only too well aware that those 
principles must signify an eternal challenge. In other words, 
forces were let loose that could not be more than momentarily 
chained. The Revolution left a heritage of progress for unnum¬ 
bered generations. 

The quality of that heritage we must now take time to analyze. 

The Results of the Revolution 

While the inspirational value of the Revolution was the same 
whether in France or in the rest of Europe, the intensity with 
which the movement was felt depended for a time on the distance 
from its geographical source. Naturally France received the 
deepest imprint. 

Liberty, equality, fraternity-—these ideals of the Revolution in France 
entered into the consciousness of the French people and remained. 

Actually they emerged in only limited application in 1815 after Moral effect 
France had quieted down. Only a measure of political liberty was 
allowed by the Restored Bourbons. Some of the middle class were 
wealthy enough to be included in the suffrage, but this class could Political 
not be said to enjoy the dominant political influence. There was TeauU * 
no guarantee of freedom of the press or even of freedom of associa¬ 
tion. But it was something that henceforth, no matter what the 
nature of her government, France would possess a precise descrip¬ 
tion of the governmental power—in other words a written con¬ 
stitution. The precision which had marked the thought of the 
philosophers, and which had displayed itself so often in constitu¬ 
tional experiments, had found a definite anchorage. No longer was 
monarchy absolute in theory and this fact was displayed on paper. 

And the wave of romantic reaction, 1 which inspired some of the 
conservative intellectuals and seemed in France as elsewhere to 
give the aging generation of pre-Revolutionary autocrats a moral 

1 “Romanticism" had its chief importance in literature rather than in politics. 
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basis for their organized resistance, had only a very temporary 
importance. Strengthened by experience and soon to be enriched 
by the Industrial Revolution, the bourgeoisie was to take again the 
center of the stage and bring society nearer to the goal of popular 
government. Democracy would have to proceed slowly—for the 
French had had enough of political orgies—but in course of time 
its merits would outweigh the national caution. 

But the greatest triumph of the spirit of the Enlightenment 
(the mother of the Revolution) was the attainment of religious 
toleration. Here rationalism won a success that was not to be over¬ 
turned. Though the Catholic Church might still enjoy a peculiar 
prestige, the members of every other cult or of no cult at all had 
an equal right to believe as they chose and to demonstrate that 
belief or not as they pleased. 

But this, after all, is a social result; and socially the Revolution 
had wrought, at the outset at least, its most striking achievement. 
u Privilege” was not entirely at an end while the suffrage was re¬ 
stricted and while workmen were unable to make headway in the 
economic world; but the old system of “privilege” had lost most 
of its strength with the loss of those lands and emoluments derived 
at least primarily from the accident of birth. Henceforth everyone 
was equal before the law, and the principle of equality of opportu¬ 
nity had no longer the barrier of birth to clamber over. The virtue 
of efficiency, which Napoleonic rule had sanctified, could not 
be wholly ignored even in a period of reaction. This efficiency, 
moreover, was indelibly expressed in many of the institutions 
which his statesmanship had wrought. The centralized adminis¬ 
trative system, based on the simplified pattern of the Revolution, 
was destined to endure; so also in their fundamentals the Napole¬ 
onic Code, the educational system, and the Bank of France with its 
scope for the development of credit. One of the greatest gifts of 
the Revolution to France was uniformity of institutions for all 
her people. France was at last a political and economic unit, with 
a common administrative system, a unified body of law, a uni¬ 
form metric system, 1 and an absence of economic barriers within. 
Thanks again to the Enlightenment, the gilds were all but dead, 2 
and competition was free of all such artificial trammels. And 

1 This was the work of the Convention. 

* A few gilds lingered on for some decades, but, having no special privileges, they 
were practically defunct. 
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finally, the redistribution of property, in particular the emergence 
of a free, landowning peasantry, was a permanent result of the 
Revolution. Many of the bourgeoisie had also acquired land, and 
in the size of their estates replaced in a certain sense the old feudal 
aristocracy, but wealth, rather than birth, would be the new pass¬ 
port to power. As for the peasantry, feudalism was dead, and the 
only exactions henceforth were those imposed b}' the state. More¬ 
over, the number of peasant proprietors had increased and their 
holdings tended to be larger, though tin law requiring a division of 
inheritances (one of the Revolutionary enactments) led naturally 
to some subsequent diminution. All these changes do not mean of 
course, that economic freedom was entirely complete, but most of 
the safeguards needed at this time, before the Industrial Revolu¬ 
tion brought to France its own inherent problems, were now as¬ 
sured. If the proletariat was still a defenseless class, it was as yet 
a negligible element in the population. 

In Europe outside of France we must distinguish between the 
immediate concrete changes produced by the Revolution and its 
ultimate results. In the former aspect we find Napoleon as the 
purveyor of institutions which France had already tested—insti¬ 
tutions which had emerged from his conception of the Revolution. 
As to the latter aspect, Europe was inevitably impressed by the 
example of what a people had achieved when it swept away with a 
few strokes of the pen the entire Old Regime, and the lesson was not 
to be lost on future generations. 

Had Napoleon's empire lasted, it is hardly to be doubted that 
reforms of a practical nature-social, economic, administrative, 
and educational—would have been spread broadcast. As it was, 
most of the countries that came into closest contact with him felt 
his transforming hand. In some, it is true, the results were not 
enduring; but in the Low Countries, some of the states along the 
Rhine, those of southern Germany, and the kingdom of Naples 
feudalism gave way to civic equality, and in many quarters re¬ 
ligious toleration remained in force, the Napoleonic Code continued 
in most of its fundamentals, and better systems* of administration 
showed the strength of the emperor's influence. Even the regenera¬ 
tion of Prussia, which we have noted, was indubitably the result of 
the same forces. As an eminent scholar has fitly expressed it, 
“No country that had been touched by French influence became 
ever again quite what it had been before." 
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Sometimes, too, Napoleon wrought where he had hardly in¬ 
tended. The erection of a kingdom of Italy and the revival of a 
part of Poland did much respectively for Italian and Polish nation¬ 
alism; and the uprising of the German people in their war of libera¬ 
tion was a manifestation of nationalism, quite as impressive as that 
of the French in the Reign of Terror. Political liberty which could 
not in its nature have been the gift of Napoleon was—with the 
exception of Poland—hardly anywhere to be found in 1815. But 
the idealism of the Revolution had definitely penetrated the 
European mind. There was a nucleus of intellectuals in almost 
every country, ready to fight for the principles of democracy and 
nationalism, and this undercurrent of hope was destined to make 
itself felt in subsequent revolutions—all inspired by that move¬ 
ment which had shaken the Old Regime and left it permanently 
vulnerable. It is in fact in the ultimate results of the Revolution 
that we realize its importance. 

And finally we must appreciate that the individual had come to 
the dawn of a new era. In France especially he had already be¬ 
come socially, economically, and spiritually a new being; but even 
in Europe as a whole his horizon had become broader. The great 
Upheaval through which men had struggled during this period had 
the natural and inevitable effect of accustoming the mind to the 
idea of change. For the thinking individual the future was full of 
promise. 

Thus the calm which followed the great upheaval was an illusory 
calm. The strength of historical forces was too mighty to be mas¬ 
tered by men who rested their case on mere outworn authority. But 
this lesson had to be learned, and this was part of the Revolution's 
“aftermath.” To the champions of the old order who had fought 
Napoleon it seemed that with his defeat they had also vanquished 
the Revolution, and it was now their task to repair the breaches 
in the fabric of Europe and re-establish in all its strength the Old 
Regime. The settlement which they devised had two main fea¬ 
tures—one which directly concerned France and the other which 
involved a reconstruction of Europe. 

The Parib-Vienna Settlement—Reconstruction and 
Reaction 

The First Treaty of Paris was signed on May 30,1814 between 
France and the powers who had fought in the last war with Na- 
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poleon. The area of France was limited to the frontiers she had 
possessed before the Revolutionary War save for some minor ad¬ 
ditions in the northeast and southeast. The terms were not im¬ 
moderate, and if we except the vengeful spirit of the Prussians, the 
attitude of the victors was marvelously restrained—a fact no doubt 
due to the sagacity of governments and the absence of an effective 
public opinion. Yet, even as it was, France had lost the “natural 
boundaries,” which had crowned the martial exploits of the armies 
of the Revolution. 

But she was soon to lose something more. The renewal of war 
in the “Hundred Days” required a new treaty after Napoleon's 
final expulsion, and this time the Powers meted out some additional 
punishment. By the Second Treaty of Paris, signed November 20, 
1815 France was all but limited to the frontiers of 1790, Avignon 
being almost the only conquest retained. Had Prussia had 
her way, she would certainly have lost Alsace and much more. 
But the Czar had always contended, with one of his occasional 
flashes of wisdom, that if the Bourbons were to remain in France, 
the vanity of their subjects must not be too deeply wounded; and 
Great Britain after some hesitation came to the opinion that to 
wrest from France any of the lands which Louis XIV had won 
would only serve to make her the more dangerous to the peace. 
The most humiliating terms were, in fact, only provisional. She 
was to pay an indemnity of 700,000,000 francs within five years 
and to harbor an Allied army of occupation until the sum was 
paid. She was also compelled during this interval to accept the 
advice of a sort of council of vigilance, composed of the several 
ambassadors of the Allies resident in Paris. 

The Powers had also to deal with the territories which Napoleon 
had relinquished, and it had been decided as early as January, 
1814, and later stipulated in the First Treaty of Paris that a con¬ 
gress “of all the powers” should be held at Vienna to conduct this 
work of territorial reconstruction. But many of its decisions had 
already been anticipated in the negotiations which had already 
been going on; and though there was some pretense of giving all 
eight powers who had signed the Treaty of Paris the honor of com¬ 
posing the Congress, the number was soon reduced to six and then 
to four, Austria, Prussia, Russia, and Great Britain. But they had 
reckoned without Talleyrand, the French minister of foreign affairs. 
This clever and unscrupulous adventurer, who had risen to prora- 
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inence during the Revolution as a renegade cleric, had later made 
his talent for diplomacy indispensable to Napoleon, and had re¬ 
cently engineered the return of the Bourbons, now proposed 
to match his wits against the arrogance of the great Four. He 
had already taken pains to cultivate Castelreagh, the British 
foreign secretary, who saw in him an ally for curbing Russian 
ambition; and he now made the capital point that France, as 
one of the signatories of the Treaty of Paris, could not properly be 
excluded from the coming deliberations. Deliberately raising 
embarrassing questions, he went so far as to remind the diplomats 
that the treaty had stipulated a “general congress” representing 
“all the powers.” As the mighty Four did not want a congress at 
all, and certainly not one composed of delegates of the minor pow¬ 
ers, they finally yielded to Talleyrand and made room for France 
in the inner council. Thus the Four became the Five. All in all it 
was a notable triumph for a power so recently humbled; and one 
can well understand her minister’s exultation when he wrote, “I 
was able to write to Paris that the house of Bourbon, which had 
only returned to France five months ago, and France herself, who 
had been conquered five months previously, found themselves 
already put back into their proper place in Europe, and had 
regained that influence that belonged to them in the most impor¬ 
tant deliberations of the Congress.” In any case the whole question 
was simplified. The Great Powers had firmly resolved that they 
alone should make the settlement, and the minor powers would 
simply have to abide by their decisions. Presumably the Congress 
of Vienna was to be a cut-and-dried affair. 

In fact, strictly speaking, there was no congress at all. A score 
or more of representatives from petty princes came to add their 
piping voices to this European chorus, but they were only allowed 
the privilege of forming the background. The foreign ministers 
of the five great powers were the Congress. Behind this group of 
professional diplomats there were, of course, the sovereigns of 
these powers, three of whom, the Czar Alexander, the Emperor 
Francis of Austria, King Frederick William of Prussia were present 
at Vienna, though only the Czar took an important part in influenc¬ 
ing proceedings. Certain other princes, like the kings of Wiirtem- 
berg and Bavaria were also present but seldom consulted. Un¬ 
doubtedly there was much intriguing in the background (it was 
whispered that certain women often influenced important de- 



INFLUENCE OF THE FRENCH REVOLUTION 383 

cisions), and probably some of the disputes were aggravated by 
meddling of this sort; yet the self-interest of the victor powers was 
so ingrained that no ulterior influences could really affect their 
objects. Then, too, the leading personages had plenty of relaxation 
for their nerves. The court of Vienna had been lavish in its wel¬ 
come, and the period of the sojourn of these diplomats was a con¬ 
stant round of festivities. “The Congress doe, not advance; it 
dances,” observed a nobleman of the time. Dances, pageants, 
tournaments—it is estimated that it co^t a bankrupt government 
about sixteen million dollars to uphold its prestige by furnishing 
these entertainments. 

Yet all was not harmony by any means. Considering the greed 
of the powers who suddenly found on their hands so much territory 
to be distributed it is a wonder that any agreement at all was 
possible. When the diplomats gathered, it was well known that 
Russia had designs on practically all of what had once been the 
kingdom of Poland, and that Prussia was equally determined to 
incorporate the whole of Saxony; and that, in fact, the two powers 
were in secret collusion. So belligerent was Prussia that Austria, 
France, and Great Britain signed a secret defensive alliance, 
Talleyrand thus playing the pivotal role. But Prussia in the end 
backed down, and Russia, not willing to be isolated, obligingly 
followed suit. It was a hard-won victory for Castelreagh (always 
thinking of the balance of power), but Talleyrand might perhaps 
have scored more heavily by playing on the other side, for if 
Prussia had been allowed to swallow Saxony, she might have 
yielded to the king of that country some of her Rhenish possessions, 
and it would have been much more to France’s interest to have a 
weaker neighbor on the Rhine. But at least he appeased French 
vanity by restoring the national prestige. No longer was France a 
pariah among the nations. One wonders what might have hap¬ 
pened if Germany had possessed a Talleyrand in 1919. 

The scope of the Congress’ work was narrowed to the extent The 
that Great Britain had insisted that colonies should not be dis- 
cussed and that the Czar was equally averse to having the Eastern 
Question included* Yet the work of reconstruction involved most 
of Europe. Russia acquired the lion’s share of “Poland,” and 
maintained her hold upon Bessarabia (gained in 1812 from the war 
with Turkey) and upon Finland, which she had taken from Sweden 
in 1809, and for which Sweden was compensated by obtaining the 
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cession of Norway from Denmark. Prussia retained a portion of 
her Polish gains, and acquired about two fifths of Saxony as well as 
Swedish Pomerania and large extensions of territory in the west. 
Austria abandoned the Netherlands and received in compensation 
Lombardy-Venetia and Dalmatia, while she also retained such 
gains as Salzburg (a secularized archbishopric) and that part of 
her Polish lands known as Galicia. The Polish city of Cracow, an 
apple of discord, was made into the nucleus of a little independent 
republic, neutralized and placed under the protection of Austria, 
Prussia, and Russia. Many of the smaller powers were given a 
share of the spoils, if their conduct had been “correct” during 
the War of Liberation. Great Britain as usual added to her store 
of colonies—-Ceylon, Mauritius, the Cape of Good Hope, Malta, 
and three of the West Indies, as well as the island of Heligoland, 
ceded by Denmark. All these bargains and more besides, duly 
registered in a collection of treaties, was finally incorporated in 
what was known as the Final Act of the Congress of Vienna, June 9, 
1815. The last squabbling had been terminated by the news of 
Napoleon's return, and it is to be observed that the final treaty was 
signed more than a week before the decisive battle of Waterloo. 
Underlying In making the above adjustments it can hardly be said that the 
tiona " diplomats troubled themselves much with principles. They did not 
consistently apply even the principle of dynasticism or legitimacy, 
for though the infamous Ferdinand was allowed to return to 
Madrid, and most of the Italian princes recovered their possessions, 
there was no reinstating of the numerous German princes whom 
Napoleon had expropriated for the good reason that these posses¬ 
sions had been seized by their larger neighbors. To the spoil, too, 
were added that portion of Saxony that went to Prussia and also 
Norway which went to Sweden. Republics having naturally no 
standing, neither Venice nor Genoa was revived, the former going 
to Austria, the latter to Sardinia. The victor powers naturally 
aggrandized themselves as “compensation" for the losses they had 
suffered during the Napoleonic upheaval, and as they were all, 
of course, jealous of one another, they subscribed to some extent 
to the doctrine of the balance of power. Thus the ambition of 
Russia and Prussia was somewhat arrested, and safeguards were 
built up against France—a point which we shall discuss presently. 
On the basis of what Castelreagh called a “just equilibrium" they 
hoped to establish an enduring peace. To a limited extent, more- 
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over, they represented a species of internationalism. Through the 
formation of the Concert of Europe (albeit this meant a dictator¬ 
ship of the Great Powers) they gave Europe for a time a certain 
solidarity; and the fact that they recognized some matters of com¬ 
mon interest is shown by the principle adopted that the navigation 
of international rivers should be free (it was specifically applied to 
the Rhine) and by the general condemnation of the maritime traffic 
in slaves-~a concession extorted by Great Britain; but in neither 
case was any machinery devised for enforcement. Another achieve¬ 
ment of the Congress was the neutralization of Switzerland, which 
thus became a principle of the public iaw of Europe. 

But if internationalism had gained a little, there was a flagrant Funda- 
disregard for nationalism. Belgium was united with Holland and the 

Norway with Sweden much agamst the wishes of the peoples 8ettleme7U 
sacrificed. And to the great disappointment of German national¬ 
ists the reorganization of Germany took the old and obsolete form 
of a loose federation of princes under Austrian hegemony. This 
dubious creation was consecrated in what was known as the Act 
of Federation and was the work of the Great Powers in concert with 
some of the larger German states. The Italians faired even worse, 
for they were not given even a federal organization. Indeed, the 
only concession to nationalism (made quite outside the Congress) 
was the constitution of Russian Poland into a kingdom, of which, 
however, the Czar himself, its benevolent founder, was sovereign. 

It is natural enough that the statesmen of 1815 should pay no heed 
to the philosophy of the Revolution, natural that they should 
underrate the strength of this new force, but in so doing the makers 
of the Vienna Settlement weakened the whole structure they were 
so diligently erecting. They deluded themselves with the idea that 
the French Revolution had been nothing but a passing storm, and 
that if the fabric of Europe were rebuilt a little stronger on the old 
foundations, it could resist such storms in future. It is here that 
one marks the chief significance of the new internationalism. If 
for nearly forty years there was to be no general European war, it 
was because most of the powers who had made the Vienna Settle¬ 
ment were severally or collectively combating revolution. 

Anxious as they were to make their work enduring, the statesmen The Concert 
of 1815 gave some measure of attention to what they deemed to be 
the fundamental dangers to Europe's peace. Experience with OfgjjjSSn* 
Napoleon had seemed to show that French ambition was not to be 
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trusted. Unreconciled to defeat, she might “break out” again and 
face Europe with another war. Then there was the danger of revolu¬ 
tion, with which the French were fond of plaguing the rest of man¬ 
kind. How deeply had this insidious influence really penetrated the 
countries outside of France? It was necessary, it seemed, to protect 
the public law of Europe against France It was likewise necessary 
to fortify the restored Old Regime against the virus of revolution. 

Against France safeguards were erected, both internal and 
external. The restoration of the Bourbons seemed a reasonable 
guarantee that France would not meddle with the affairs of her 
neighbors, and there was nothing about Louis XVIII to suggest a 
Louis XIV. Then for at least the initial years of this new regime 
the presence of an army of occupation and of an inter-allied council 
of advice might well provide the security needed to satisfy Europe. 
Indeed, the reaction which soon set in under the Bourbons pleased 
the Powers rather too well, and Great Britain had to warn the 
French king that the revolutionary elements might be roused to 
new efforts by dint of exasperation. 

Meanwhile further assurance was gained by raising barriers of 
defense. The enlarged kingdom of Holland in the north (this was a 
British idea) and the enlarged kingdom of Sardinia in the south 
constituted buffer states at either end of the line. Between was a 
neutralized Switzerland and a Germanic federation, which if rather 
ineffective in the main, was responsible for the garrisoning of cer¬ 
tain border towns. In any case Prussia was now a strong Rhenish 
power, and it was a Prussian garrison which occupied the important 
town of Luxemburg, the capital of the little duchy of that name 
which had been given to the kingdom of Holland. Finally the great 
powers which had humbled France formed the Quadruple Alliance, 
explicitly directed against their recent foe. They were thus pre¬ 
pared to meet any aggression. 

This league had been an outgrowth of the Last Coalition. Dur¬ 
ing the campaign of 1813 the four great powers at war with France 
had reached an agreement under the influence of Castelreagh, 
whereby they pledged themselves after the conclusion of peace 
with France to guarantee its permanence, and to supply a specified 
contingent to meet any future attack by France. This Treaty of 
Ghaumont, as it was called, was to remain in force for twenty years. 
In spite, however, of this provision it was hastily rehewed when 
the Powers learned of Napoleon’s return from Elba. Then oh 
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November 20,1815 the treaty was signed which formed the Quad¬ 
ruple Alliance, confirming the previous arrangements, providing 
also for the exclusion of Napoleon and his family from the throne 
of France, and further stipulating that the signatory powers were 
to “ renew their meetings at fixed periods ... for the purpose of 
consulting upon their common interests and for the consideration 
of those measures which at each of those periods shall be con¬ 
sidered the most salutary for the repose and prosperity of nations 
and for the maintenance of the peace of Europe.” It may be gath¬ 
ered that this was more than an instrument designed to protect 
Europe against France; it was to be a means of stabilizing the 
whole status quo. And *his was not all. It assumed “ common 
interests," which could be regulated by common action. We have, 
in short, the birth of the Concert of Europe and the inauguration of 
an actual experiment in internationalism. 

The pioneer and, without doubt, the most sincere of the inter- Therdieof 
nationalists was the Czar Alexander I. This sovereign was some- Alexanderl 
thing like two photographs, one of the old, one of the new, taken 
on the same lens. Perhaps in that way he was a more rational 
product of his time than the hard-shelled doctrinaires who always 
looked back to the Old R6gime. In his youth he had been nurtured 
on revolutionary doctrines, due to the influence of a French tutor 
who was a disciple of Rousseau, and all his life he was torn between 
a romantic attachment to liberal ideas and a morbid fear of their 
consequences. He was persuaded to give Poland a constitution— 
the one concession outside of France to the spirit of democracy— 
and, alone among the statesmen of the time, he was an avowed 
believer in “ homogeneous nations,” which was another way of 
subscribing to the principle of nationality. Finally, he had long 
been the champion of an active internationalism, capable of bind¬ 
ing together the nations of Europe in an organization strong 
enough to safeguard international peace. Yet the means of attain¬ 
ing his ends was exceedingly shadowy in his mind. He was the 
author of the “Holy Alliance,” a compact of princes to “treat one 
another as brothers,” lending one another assistance when neces¬ 
sary, and to regard themselves toward their subjects as “fathers 
of families”; all, indeed, should be “members of one and the same 
Christian nation ” and should “protect religion, justice, and peace.” 

This famous instrument, constituting a kind of league of benevo¬ 
lent despots, which Mettemich called “verbiage” and Castei- 
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reagh dubbed “a piece of sublime mysticism and nonsense,” is 
Somewhat hard to classify, for its conception of a single Christian 
state savors of cosmopolitanism, while the presumption of a num¬ 
ber of sovereigns working together has the flavor of international¬ 
ism. It was, no doubt, the product of a confused mentality. 
Religious to the point of mysticism, Alexander looked no further 
or deeper than the spirit of his own benevolence. When he acted 
in any concrete fashion, it was usually on impulse, and he was 
always exceedingly susceptible both to the influence of circum¬ 
stances and to a stronger personality than his own. By the time 
the Quadruple Alliance was under discussion he had already 
repented of his youthful liberalism and wished a clause inserted in 
the treaty, providing for armed intervention to deal with any cases 
of “revolutionary madness”-—in combating which Castelreagh 
showed the first symptom of the later British policy of non-inter¬ 
ference. Yet it was Alexander who really tried to make inter¬ 
nationalism effective; for the original draft of the treaty seems to 
have been his, and hence it was he who sponsored the idea of 
international congresses. In short, Alexander was a man whose 
naturally generous impulses and chivalrous nature should have 
been supplemented by qualities of stability and common sense. 
Castelreagh had those qualities, but he was too insular in view¬ 
point to lend a ready sympathy to internationalism or to try to 
make it wisely constructive. Metternich also had those qualities in 
a measure, but his viewpoint too was national, and, worse than that, 
he was an inveterate reactionary. Hence it was that Metternich, 
as artful as the Czar was the reverse, was able soon to pervert this 
hopeful movement into an instrument for buttressing the old order. 
Metternich Prince Metternich, the Austrian minister of foreign affairs, was 
“'system” a man °f broad culture, an experienced and remarkably astute 
politician, and a cynic in everything except his own limitations. 
There was never a greater egotist, for it is doubtful if he ever al¬ 
tered any of his convictions, and to the end of his days he was 
firmly convinced of his own infallibility. After his career had been 
crowned by failure he was still able to say, “My mind has never 
entertained error.” In his outlook he not only typified the Old 
Regime (at its worst!); he accurately expressed the needs of the 
Austrian Empire as he viewed them. For of all the countries in 
Europe this was the one whose foundations were most precarious, 
and it was no wonder, perhaps, that a sluggish and autocratic 
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government was backed by one of the most stupid and deadening 
censorships ever devised. “Govern and change nothing,” he told 
his imperial master. To Austria the spirit of nationalism might 
well have spelled destruction. Hence her subjects must be lulled 
to sleep lest they be tempted to think and assert themselves. 
Hence also the world outside must be rid of all contagion; for it is 
hard to keep immune if one’s neighbor is somewhat infected! 
To watch the Pope abolish street-lighting in Rome because the 
French had happened to introduce it, to learn of the other follies 
of the reaction that swept over Europe in the years following the 
Peace, might perhaps have amused this statesman, had he possessed 
a sense of humor—but his mind was quite too wooden to plumb the 
personal equation. Metternich's ideal was a reactionary Europe 
bolstered and kept firm under Austrian hegemony. At the Congress 
of Vienna he saw to it that Italy was divided as of old into a num¬ 
ber of petty states and that Germany was made into a federation 
of princes most of whom could be depended upon to follow Austria's 
lead. With her position of vantage in Lombardy Austria could 
see that the Italians meekly obeyed their rulers, and one of these 
rulers, the Bourbon King of the Two Sicilies, had secretly pledged 
himself to make no changes in his government incompatible with 
Austrian institutions. In Germany he made use of the federal 
diet, made up of representatives of the princes, to suppress in¬ 
tellectual freedom, and in this policy he had even the co-operation 
of Prussia, usually the rival of Austria, but now following obe¬ 
diently in the wake of Vienna. It was a doctrine of immobility that 
Metternich espoused, and through Austria's ascendency in central 
Europe he might hope to see it prevail for an indefinite period. 

Yet Metternich saw also the value of concerted action by the 
Powers, and it was to get them all to unite in upholding the status 
quo that he proposed to make use of Alexander's embryonic inter¬ 
nationalism. His success, of course, would depend on getting a 
personal hold on Alexander himself—a feat that might not be 
difficult in the latter's state of mind. At the next congress held— 
that of Aix-la-Chapelle in 1818—the Czar was the most conspicu¬ 
ous personage and for a time seemed to dominate its proceedings. 
Metternich, for his part, kept rather in the background, watching 
the course of events and particularly the Czar, whose volatile 
temperament he greatly distrusted. It was largely fear of a possible 
Franco-Russian rapprochement (a fear that was hardly justified) 
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that influenced his attitude toward France. Despite some recent 
liberal tendencies in that country and a precautionary renewal of 
the Quadruple Alliance, it was decided that France was no longer a 
source of danger, and she was not only relieved of the army of 
occupation but actually admitted to the Concert of Europe— 
chiefly as a means of discouraging her from making other align¬ 
ments. On the whole, it was at the Congress of Aix-larChapelle 
that the Concert displayed its most varied activity. It decided 
some German disputes and even admonished the King of Sweden. 
Like its future progeny, the League of Nations, it was most effec¬ 
tive in dealing with small powers! It also discussed the problem of 
putting down piracy in the Mediterranean, though as this might 
have entailed the presence of a Russian fleet, the British deliber¬ 
ately prevented any action—as they also did in the case of the 
revolting colonies of Spain. One might easily discern a rift in the 
Concert of Europe, and this rift became all the clearer when Alex¬ 
ander proposed its extension into a universal alliance to guarantee 
all existing dynasties and territories. It is often a mistake for an 
idealist to press his logic too closely. The treaty which had created 
the Quadruple Alliance had contemplated measures that might 
conduce to the “repose and prosperity” of nations, but Great 
Britain did not really want commitments that might force her into 
a struggle to uphold some rickety dynasty. Hence Castelreagh 
made the statement that “the problem of a universal alliance for 
the peace and happiness of the world has always been one of 
speculation and hope, but it has never yet been reduced to practice, 
and if any opinion may be hazarded from its difficulty, it never 
can.” He likewise opposed a Prussian proposal of an international 
force, quartered at Brussels, as likely to be irritating to France. 
The final protocol of the Congress confirmed the plan of holding 
congresses, but nothing was said of their object beyond the dis¬ 
cussion of national “interests.” Internationalism, promising to be 
oppressive, was foundering on the rock of British suspicion. Thus 
already had appeared that cleavage in the Concert of Europe, 
which was destined soon to wreck it. 

Metternich was no doubt greatly pleased at the Czar's change of 
heart toward liberal movements. Yet he was often disturbed by 
the thought of Russia's power; the Czar's statement that hra army 
was “at the disposal of Europe” might be sound mtemationalism 
and yet rather disquieting withal; and when in 1330 Alexander pro* 
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posed that the Concert intervene in Spain (whose ruler had just 
been forced to grant a radical constitution), Metternich refused 
assent, fearing that the Czar would insist on dispatching a Russian 
array across Europe. In the policy of intervention Metternich 
meant that Austria should lead and that the other powers should 
follow. At all events, circumstances were playing into his hands. 
Alexander, exasperated by some troubles vith the Poles and 
alarmed by various revolutionary rumors, soon yielded completely 
to Metternich the leadership of the Concert. “You have cor¬ 
rectly judged the state of affairs/' he said to the Prince on the 
eve of the next congress. . . . “Tell me what you wish and I will 
do it.” 

Three more congresses were held, prompted by actual revolu¬ 
tions. In the next two, at Troppau and Laibach respectively, 

Great Britain and France were represented only by “observers 
with limited powers.” We have explained the British attitude. 

Bourbon France, seeing that internationalism was becoming a 
mask for national interest and that the Concert of Europe was 
simply an adjunct of the Metternich system, was too suspicious 
of Austrian policy in Italy to be willing to abet the Hapsburgs. 

Thus the three eastern powers acted alone. At Troppau Russia, 

Prussia, and Austria definitely proclaimed the right to intervene in 
any state to prevent a change of government; and Austria, as a 
self-appointed mandatory for the Concert, then put down revolu¬ 
tions in Naples and Sardinia. From the protocol of Troppau 
Great Britain and France had dissented and they viewed these 
actions with outspoken disapproval. But in 1821 trouble broke out 
afresh. The Greeks had just revolted against Turkey, and Alex¬ 
ander was strongly tempted to send them aid, though, true to his 
internationalism, he said he would not do so without the Concert's 
assent. More serious perhaps was the revolution in Spain, since 
France, fearing that history might repeat itself for a Bourbon, was 
anxious to intervene. The Congress of Verona met in 1822 to 
consider both these questions, and this time both France and Great 
Britain sent plenipotentiaries. But the Concert was quite unable 
to reach an agreement, and nothing was done. When, moreover, it Collapse 
was proposed that the powers should join with Spain in putting co^rt of 
down her revolting colonies (Alexander had already wished to Europe 
stretch his internationalism to cover "the interests of the uni¬ 
verse”), Great Britain responded by recognizing their independ- 
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ence. 1 This action, inspired by George Canning, the British foreign 
secretary, practically marked the collapse of the Concert of Europe 
in its present character. On some occasions the three eastern 
powers continued to act together, led after Alexander's death in 
1825 by his sterner successor, Nicholas I, but three powers hardly 
made a confederation, and the policy of intervention to put down 
revolution was henceforth applied only by powers acting separately 
when their interests seemed to be threatened and not because of 
any collective responsibility for the “repose and prosperity" of 
Europe. The wise course which internationalism might have 
followed was unhappily precluded by the policy of using it as an 
engine of repression. 

But on the theoretical question of the right of intervention in the 
affairs of other countries the British were hardly consistent. Can¬ 
ning and later Palmerston were adepts at interference, though it 
was always, be it said, on the side of revolution. Where Castel- 
reagh was neutral (and even on some occasions rather sympathetic 
with absolutism), these later statesmen made the policy of their 
country actively liberal. But Castelreagh, after all, was one of the 
men of 1815, and Great Britain, when true to herself, gave evidence 
of a liberality of outlook, not manifest on the Continent during the 
period we are considering. The trend of English politics during 
these years therefore deserves some brief analysis. 

The Beginning of Reform in Great Britain 

By the “beginning of reform" in Great Britain we should ex¬ 
plain that this does not mean to imply that no reform had taken 
place previously. But we are thinking of that reform movement 
which was doubtless inspired in part 2 by the great upheavals on 

1 Alexander had claimed for Russia all the coast line of North America as far 
south as fifty-one degrees north latitude, and it was perhaps Russian ambition, more 
than the question of the Spanish colonies, that produced the famous “Monroe 
Doctrine,” enunciated December 2, 1823. The substance of this pronouncement 
was that no European power should intervene in American affairs or use the Western 
Hemisphere as a field for colonization, the United States reciprocally promising 
hot to meddle in the affairs of Europe. The enunciation of this policy proceeded 
after much discussion with Canning, and it is obvious that it was British supremacy 
on the seas that gave it real effect. 

* It might be urged that to a certain extent this movement had been initiated by 
Pitt and especially Fox, and that it had been merely suspended during the long 
ftruggle with France (see page 193). Pitt’s progressive views, even though later 
abandoned, served as a model for a liberal group of Tories, notably Canning, Hus- 
kissqn, and Peel in the political generation which emerged after the Napoleonic 
struggle. But the continuity of the movement—if the demands of a small and 
impotent minority of Whigs could constitute a movement—was chiefly a legacy 
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the Continent. The English were not, however, a people given to 
revolution, and they had already dethroned autocracy and long 
since parted with feudalism. They were not, like the French, dis¬ 
posed to follow theories to a logical extreme, but, rather, a people 
who attained their ends through trial and deduction. They pre¬ 
ferred to proceed slowly and cautiously, as is their wont, giving 
heed to agitation when it was loud enough, or listening to an en¬ 
lightened leader, or perhaps finding the process of change in the 
hurly-burly of politics. And yet, with all the reputed common 
sense of the average Britisher, it must be reali'sed that no people is 
more fond of its traditions, and that sometimes during this period 
reform was wrung from a sense of tear of having to face a more 
serious alternative. The danger of civil war in Ireland produced 
“Catholic emancipation” and the fear of a popular uprising finally 
clinched the First Reform Bill. Perhaps the most important 
phenomenon during this period of English history was the evolu¬ 
tion of a healthy and vigorous public opinion. The press played its 
part, especially after the reduction of the tax on newspapers. The 
operations of propagandist associations, the most famous of which 
was the Anti-Corn-Law League, had often great weight. And be¬ 
sides these means of bringing parliament into contact with the 
public mind, the innovation of “lobbying” its members by bring¬ 
ing witnesses to furnish concrete testimony on a problem must also 
be included. But such innovations do not, of course, go back to the 
period of inertia which immediately followed the struggle with 
Napoleon. 

On the whole, if we except factory conditions, which were prob¬ 
ably worse than any coincident evils on the Continent, Great 
Britain in 1815 had a better-ordered society than existed anywhere 
else. The landed aristocracy which ruled the country were men 
who prized very deeply the privilege of serving their country in a 
political capacity. They were, on the whole, a benevolent aristoc¬ 
racy, not democratic but having the deep-rooted British sense of 
justice. In contrast to most Continental countries there was here 
unrestricted freedom of opinion, and a man might be punished 
only in accordance with the law. There was no judiciary in Europe 
comparable to the British in honesty and integrity. 

of Fox, consistent champion of parliamentary reform, Catholic emancipation, and 
more liberal colonial and Irish policies. These two factions of Tories and Whigs 
respectively were responsible for the revival of reform in the ’twenties. 
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Yet there were plenty of limitations on human freedom in 
Great Britain; and she, too, had felt the spirit of reaction which had 
swept over the Continent after the Napoleonic era. When economic 
depression led to riots, they were sternly repressed without at 
first any efforts to remove the cause. Fortunately the English, as 
we have said, are a people who learn bv experience. The high cost 
of living which had entailed so much misery led eventually—after 
famine in Ireland—to the removal of the tariff on foreign wheat, 
the Corn 1 Laws being repealed in 1846. The experience of losing 
the American colonies led eventually to a reaction against the 
Navigation Acts, and these were finally repealed in 1849. With 
these went a multitude of duties, and by the middle of the century 
England had definitely adopted free trade. It was argued that she 
could better sell her manufactured goods if she imported food in 
exchange. Another effect of her colonial experience was the grant¬ 
ing of a measure of autonomy to the Canadians—an autonomy 
greatly broadened, as time went on. Among the reforms during 
the Twenties were the reform of the criminal code (abolishing 
capital punishment for more than a hundred offenses) and the ad¬ 
mission of Roman Catholics to parliament and public office. Most 
of these reforms were the work of the Tories, of whom Sir Robert 
Peel was the leading spirit. They did not go far enough, however, 
to meet the demands of the Whigs, who for nearly half a century 
(saving one brief interval) had constituted the party of opposition. 
And it was this party that was more susceptible to the currents of 
public opinion. 

The Whigs forced their way into power by advocating parlia¬ 
mentary reform, and the fact that they were able to do so shows that 
even under the old corrupt and narrow political Bystem with an 
electorate of less than a million out of a population of nearly 
twenty million, there was by 1830 a real reform spirit in the air. 
The Whigs were not advocates of universal suffrage, but they 
wished at least to extend the ballot to the upper middle class, many 
of whose members were close friends of the Whig nobles. Moreover, 
the fact that this element had just gained power in France by the 
Revolution of 1830 gave force to the demand in England for a 
more liberal franchise. In 1832, after a hard struggle, the First 
Reform Bill passed parliament, and the property qualifications 
were so modified that the upper middle class was included in the* 

1 "Com” it the usual Engliab equivalent for wheat. 
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electorate. It is a mistake, of course, to assume that this element 
now controlled parliament and hence the government, but its in¬ 
fluence was such that it often possessed the decisive voice. Soon 
after the Reform Bill local government was placed on a somewhat 
more democratic basis. The period of the Thirties was prolific in 
reform. It was then that slavery was abolished in the colonies; it 
was then that the first important factory act* were passed, that 
the Poor Laws were revised, and that the tax on newspapers was 
reduced from fourpence to a penny, thus bringing the press within 
reach of most of the masses. The condition of the working class 
was much relieved in the late ’forties, and it was then that occurred 
the economic reforms already noted. We may mention also, in 
passing, that in 1837 the long reign of Victoria had begun—-a 
period, for the most part, of unprecedented prosperity. 

The reform movement slowed down about the middle of the The reform 
century. For one thing the Revolutions of 1848 in Europe led W 

many to fear that Great Britain too might be similarly affected. 

A movement of the proletariat, known as Chartism, 1 which had 
long been advocating universal suffrage, was unable to make head¬ 
way against the sober caution of the governing classes. But in any 
case the reduction of the cost of living with the extension of free 
trade and the revival of employment with the growth of British 
industries had a quieting effect upon the unenfranchised elements. 

Then, too, most of the Whigs had come to the conclusion that 
reform had probably advanced far enough. Lord Palmerston, 
their leader, was the most conspicuous figure during the late 
’forties and ’fifties, and he was implacably opposed to further ex¬ 
tension of the suffrage. Until the working class could come into 
parliament, it was unlikely that their further needs would be met. 

In the meantime the national energy seemed to turn in another 
direction. 


Whatever his principles at home, in foreign policy Palmerston Foreign 
was liberal, and his avowed sympathies with revolutionary move- 


ments won him the fear and detestation of the Continental govern¬ 


ments. He was partly moved, no doubt, by" love of diplomatic 


maneuvering; he achieved nothing really constructive for European 
freedom; but his daring thrusts and arbitrary handling of foreign 


nations earned for him in England a tremendous popularity. It 


i go called from a document known aa the People's Charter, which embodied the 
program of the movement. 
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was a priceless advantage to Great Britain that she was an island, 
and could therefore worry her rivals without fear of retaliation. 
Though not disposed to make any alliances, Palmerston often 
engaged with other powers in pursuit of some definite policy. In 
supporting the balance of power he was faithful to British tradi¬ 
tions. He led the Concert of Europe in putting through the neu¬ 
tralization of Belgium to prevent its absorption by France, and he 
strove by various means to strengthen Turkey as a counterpoise to 
Russia. When he helped to make the Crimean War in 1853, he 
not only struck at the power of Russia, but also catered to a na¬ 
tional sentiment bitterly hostile to autocracy. Undoubtedly Pal¬ 
merston did much for British prestige, and his popularity with the 
public had somewhat the effect of neutralizing his negative policy 
at home. 

No doubt British progress was spasmodic, and, in the course of 
half a century, rather slow. But where there are not revolutions, 
there are not the reactions that always follow. British progress was 
slow perhaps, but solid. In Great Britain the general election, 
often producing a political turn-over, with a different party in 
power and perhaps a new program of reform, had often the signif¬ 
icance of a revolution, though it was orderly and bloodless and 
seldom bred animosities. It was otherwise on the Continent where 
popular or nationalist rights were in more or less chronic peril. 
Hence, in most of Europe—-since the days of the French Revolu¬ 
tion—a spirit of unrest. 

The Revolutionary Unrest 

The disruption of the Concert of Europe ended anything like a 
concerted effort to stamp out revolution. Such outbreaks as took 
place in southern Europe had been easily put down, but even 
Mettemich did not suppose that trouble would not recur, and for 
him and the Czar Nicholas vigilance was ever needed, The fabric 
of Europe was something like a structure which to all appearances 
seemed strong, yet underneath was a train of gunpowder, the 
influence of the French Revolution, which only required a match 
to start a series of explosions. The revolutionary forces, democracy 
and nationalism, 1 were trying constantly to break through this 


* In course of time the idea of equality also came to the fore, chiefly as an inspira¬ 
tion to the workers and underlying the philosophy of socialism. This aspect of the 
revolutionary unrest will be discussed in the next chapter. 
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veneer that held them down. Even to the Near East—beyond 
what was generally thought of as Europe—the French Revolution 
had brought its message. 

We have already noted the perennial weakness of the Ottoman The Rise of 
Empire. The government was corrupt and decentralized, and no 
one in authority seemed to care at all what happened. The fatal- 
istic Moslem felt that it was “all as Allah willed.” Such a situation 
was serious because it invited attack from Turkey's powerful 
neighbors. But now a new danger arose. The spirit of nationality 
began to arouse those Christian peoples who had long lain inert 
under the military rule of the Turk. 

If we except the Albanians, who were a hardy mountain folk, 
never quite subjugated but. living still in a very primitive civiliza¬ 
tion, those peoples of the Balkans who were beginning to dream of 
freedom were four in number, the Greeks, the Bulgars, the Serbs, 
and the Roumans. The Bulgars, a Slavonic people of part-Finnish Case of the 
extraction and racially akin to the Magyars, were probably the Bxdgar8 
most oppressed of the sultan's subjects, as most of them, stretched 
between the Danube and the Mgem Sea, lived in closest proximity 
to the Turkish capital. They were largely peasants and herdsmen, 
and most of them were quite unmindful of the days, many centuries 
ago, when a Bulgar prince had ruled over most of the Balkan Pen¬ 
insula. Yet there were signs that even this rather sluggish people 
was beginning gradually to awaken. A few who had acquired some 
scholarship did something in the way of developing the written 
language, and in course of time some schools were founded. There 
was also a growing demand that the liturgy of their church should 
be written in Bulgar instead of Greek. Thus the Bulgars were at 
least a nationality in the making. 

Very different were the Greeks, a fairly enlightened people, who Case of 
had frequently provided Turkey with her officials, and the head of *** 07(16)68 
whose Church, the patriarch, had a recognized authority over all 
the Balkan Christians. Though they were heavily taxed like most 
of the Balkan peoples, the Greeks were not greatly oppressed, and 
their condition was certainly no worse than it had been for several 
centuries. In fact, the Greeks, like the French bourgeoisie of the 
eighteenth century, were restless because they were prosperous. 

While those who dwelt in the country lived a humble pastoral life, 
many who dwelt in the cities or on the islands of the iEgean had 
made their fortunes in maritime trade—likewise an agency for 
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coming into contact with Western influences. Naturally enough the 
philosophy of the French Revolution had stirred these people, and 
some cultured Greeks began to dream of the glory of ancient 
Greece and to carry on a movement to nurture Greek nationalism. 
History, language, and religion alike differentiated these people 
■ from the Turks and constituted the materials from which national¬ 
ism was generated. When an Albanian revolt suddenly revealed the 
hollowness of the Ottoman Empire, the Greeks tried an uprising 
themselves, and frightful massacres were perpetrated by the Turks 
in retaliation. There was some romance, no doubt, in the Greek 
Revolution, but there was also much brutality on both sides. 

It is probable that, left to itself, the revolt would have soon 
flared out, but Russia had great sympathy for the Christians of the 
Balkans, and she saw likewise a chance of using them, now that 
they seemed strong enough for actual insurrection, as instruments 
of her policy. It seemed so certain that the Czar Nicholas would 
finally intervene that it was to forestall his acting alone and reap¬ 
ing the advantage thereof that Great Britain and France united 
with Russia in trying—though without success—to bring the 
belligerents to terms. British policy was at that time shaped by 
Canning, who, apart from the reason mentioned, had undoubtedly 
a sympathy for oppressed nationalities, and also thought of British 
commercial interests as well as some bankers who had partially 
financed the revolution. Though Russia was finally drawn into 
war, which brought the Turks to terms in the Treaty of Adrianople 
(1829), the settlement was really the work of all three powers. 
Thanks to British concern for Turkey, not more than two thirds 
of the Greeks actually won their freedom, but this at least was 
better than the Russian plan of autonomy. In 1830 the kingdom of 
Greece was founded under the guarantee of Great Britain, France, 
and Russia. It was a striking triumph of nationalism. 

Com of To the north of the Greeks, in the western part of the Balkan 
the Serbs Peninsula, and extending even across the Danube into Austria, 
were the Serbs, another Slavonic people, less naturally industrious 
and plodding than the Bulgars, but excellent fighters. They were 
a simple folk, most of them being engaged in raising goats and pigs, 
White each herdsman had also a plot of land for the subsistence of 
himself and his family. Like the Bulgars, the Serbs had once had 
their days of greatness, but for the last four centuries and more 
most of them had lain in complete subjection to the Turks—the 
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only exceptions being the little group in Montenegro who main¬ 
tained a precarious freedom in their mountain fastnesses, and the 
citizens of the tiny republic of Ragusa which eventually lost its 
independence to Napoleon and later became a possession of Aus¬ 
tria. While the Serbs were used to oppression, the rapacity of the 
Turkish soldiery (for Belgrade was an outpost of defense) drove 
them to desperation, and they rose in revolt in 1807 under the 
leadership of a swineherd, Kara George. They succeeded with 
Russia’s help in holding the Turks ao bay for a time but were 
eventually put down. Then in 1815 they rose again under another 
swineherd, Milosh Obrenovich, and this time, fearing Russian 
intervention, Turkey granted a limited autonomy (including a 
national church and an hereditary dynasty) to most of the Serbs 
then living to the south of the Danube. This concession was con¬ 
firmed in the Treaty of Adrianople (1829), and hence was formed 
the principality of Serbia. But the position of the new state was 
somewhat anomalous, for while tributary to the Porte 1 and still 
harboring Turkish garrisons in her fortresses, she was likewise un¬ 
der a vague protectorship of Russia, acknowledged by Turkey her¬ 
self in 1826. Unhappily Russia did not always look after her charge, 
and Turkey frequently encroached on Serbian autonomy. Yet 
Serb nationalism, though still a vague thing, had had its birth, and 
a semi-independent state had come into being in the heart of the 
Balkan Peninsula. 

To the northeast of the Serbs and north of the Danube were the Case of the 
Roumans, most of whom were subject to Turkey, though there Rouman * 
were some across the mountains in Transylvania and still others 
were in Russian Bessarabia. They were a people of part-Roman 
extraction (more Roman, perhaps, than the modern Greek is 
Greek), and their language was of Roman origin. Those who lived 
in Turkey were fortunate in their distance from Constantinople, 
for though forced for three centuries to send supplies of grain to 
the Turkish capital, they had always retained a certain individual¬ 
ity, divided though they were between two little principalities, 

Moldavia and Wallachia. For a long period each principality had 
been ruled by a prince or “hospodar,” chosen by the Porte, and 
usually a Greek, who together with his henchmen, always regarded 

1 The “Sublime Porte” was a name commonly given to the Turkish government. 

It signifies “high gate” and was reminiscent of days when official business was 
transacted at the palace gate. 
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the Principalities as political and economic spoils. In that way 
most of the land was held by men of Greek extraction, who had 
come to form a kind of aristocracy, and exploited the masses of 
the people, who were peasants. There was as yet little nationalist) 
consciousness among the Roumans, but the interventions of Russia 
in the Near East had won for the Principalities a recognized 
autonomy, and in 1826 along with Serbia they were acknowledged 
as being under her special protection. By the Treaty of Adrianople 
(1829) Turkey was debarred from all military occupation of the 
Principalities; her right of intervention was subject to Russia's 
veto; and, in effect, she was really limited to the reception of 
annual tribute; also, for the first time, the Roumans were free to 
trade directly with the West. Soon afterward Russia provided 
the Principalities with a constitution, but, needless to say, it was 
not very liberal, and though she did much to improve their material 
condition, she also made them realize their dependence. When at 
last a nationalist flurry occurred in 1848, it was directed more 
against Russia than against Turkey. 

At all events, nationalism had reared its head in the Balkans. 
By 1830 most of the Greeks were free, and a large proportion of the 
Serbs and Roumans were enjoying a fair autonomy. To what ex¬ 
tent Balkan nationalism would become harnessed to Russian 
aggression was for the future to disclose. 

As with the case of Russia, powers are often inconsistent when 
their principles and their interests happen to clash. Bourbon 
France had also concerned herself with the Greeks, and Bourbon 
France was certainly reactionary to the core. Already in 1830 
the eyes of Europe were focused once more on Paris. 

The ' The regime of the restored Bourbons had never much chance of 
woand long duration. Their return had been originally managed by 
Me Echoes Talleyrand in collusion with the Allied Powers, and after Napo¬ 
leon's final overthrow they had come back into power as a matter 
of of course. In France they were accepted without enthusiasm by a 
Revolution people tired of war and anxious chiefly for the resumption of 
of 1830 settled conditions. But they never managed to become popular, 
and the peculiar circumstances under which they had been restored 
were a handicap from the start. As one wag expressed it, “They 
came back in the baggage of the Allies.” 

But the Bourbons themselves were largely to blame for the 
troubles in store for them. Louis XVIII, it is true, was an easy- 
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going sovereign; he had a natural desire to avoid anything that 
would force him to “resume his travels”; and he talked with 
probable sincerity of “fusing the old and the new.” But he sur¬ 
rounded himself, as was natural, with the men who had shared his 
exile, and these men seemed never to realize that the France to 
which they returned was a very different France from the one 
from which they had fled. It was a France, tired of revolution, it 
is true, but a France which had parted definitely with “privilege” 
and which had had a certain schooling in liberal ideas. The exist¬ 
ence of a constitution was something of a safeguard (this much the 
Czar had required as the price of the Restoration), but time was 
to show that this safeguard could be easily evaded and even broken. 
An aggressive group of reactionaries, led by the King's brother, 
Charles of Artois, was determined upon a reaction, and dragged 
the King in their train. So vengeful was their conduct that the 
King himself in time became alarmed, and after the butchery of 
several Bonapartists more moderate counsels prevailed. But only 
for a time. By manipulating the electoral law, by establishing a 
rigid censorship of the press, and by taking steps toward restoring 
education into the hands of the Church the reactionaries hoped to 
consolidate their position and make all liberal opposition impossi¬ 
ble. The Church and the aristocracy were now the dominant 
elements in politics, and the trend was only too evidently back 
toward absolutism and “privilege.” It was no great wonder that 
the possessors of the confiscated lands began to tremble for their 
titles. 

The climax was reached after Louis had been succeeded in 1820 
by his stupid and aggressive brother, Charles X. It was now that 
the foniqrte were given a money payment as compensation for the 
lands which they had lost, and although in a sense this cleared 
the titles of the present owners, the middle class was furious that 
the money had been derived from a reduction of the interest on 
government bonds, of which many of the class were holders. When 
finally the King arbitrarily tightened the censorship and still fur¬ 
ther limited the suffrage, 1 discontent came to,a head. A revolt of 
some of the turbulent elements of Paris, inspired by certain journal¬ 
ists who were outraged by the gagging of the press, and assisted at 
least passively by the national guard and the troops quartered 
near Paris, led to the sudden abdication of the king; and the crown 

1 Features of the so-called “ Four Ordinances.” 
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was then offered to Louis Philippe, a son of the “Philippe Egalitfi,” 
who had played so despicable a r61e in the Revolution. With a 
great show of democratic principles Louis Philippe accepted the 
crown, and for a time was chiefly advised by Lafayette. The new 
king was a Bourbon but he was at least the product of a revolution 
and was expected to remember the circumstances of his origin. 
Such was the Revolution of 1830. 

It immediately had its echo in other lands. If France could 
strike a blow in defense of liberalism, other peoples might rise in 
behalf of nationalism. The explosion in Paris was felt almost im¬ 
mediately in the Netherlands. For various reasons the Belgians 
had long been discontented with Dutch rule, and they now felt 
inspired to throw it off. As this, however, involved one of the 
pillars of the Vienna Settlement, the powers were naturally dis¬ 
turbed, especially as it was suspected that France herself—follow¬ 
ing the precedent of 1792—had designs on Belgium. To avoid 
the greater evil, they recognized the independence of Belgium 
(1831), and for added security, affirmed her a “perpetually neutral 
state ” with a pledge to respect and uphold her neutrality. Louis 
Philippe had been shrewd enough to see when he was beaten, and 
indeed our friend Talleyrand (now serving another regime) claims 
actually to have been the one to suggest this solution, though there 
is more reason to believe that the idea was British in origin. In any 
case, the successful revolt of the Belgians was a striking victory 
for nationalism, and it was the first breach in the Treaty of Vienna. 

The other quarter immediately affected was Poland. Long anx¬ 
ious to be independent of Russia and restive under the misrule of 
the czar’s representative at Warsaw, the Poles in 1831 resorted to 
insurrection. As, however, Nicholas I was a stern and relentless 
ruler, the movement was certainly precarious, and it was easily put 
down. The Poles then lost their separate status as a kingdom as 
well as their constitution. Poland was simply merged with the 
Russian Empire. Naturally there w r as also ferment in Germany, 
especially in the university centers, but nothing that could be 
called an insurrection. Italy, on the other hand, staged some new 
revolts, though they were easily put down by Austrian troops. In 
Germany, by way of special precaution, the federal diet forbade 
the existence of any political society and prohibited public meet¬ 
ings. 

By the second half of the ’thirties Europe quieted down again, 
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and the forces of reaction quite recovered their old complacency. 

But there was plenty of evidence, if one really wished to look, that 
the revolutionary elements were growing. Italians were secretly 
plotting their liberation from autocratic rule and Austrian domina¬ 
tion; and Germans were quietly laying their plans for unity. Even 
in Austria herself there were signs of an awakening among some 
of her nationalities. There the language question was all-important, 
for this in Austria was the basic fact that determined nationality. 

In Hungary some Magyar patriots induced the diet to replace 
Latin by Magyar as the official language, and there was much talk 
of wringing further concessions from Vienna. The Czechs and 
Croats were meanwhile developing their literature, and the Poles, 
instigated by agitators from Cracow, were in 1846 on the verge of 
revolt. In self-defense the government at Vienna roused the Ruthe- 
nian peasants against their hated Polish landlords, promising to 
abolish their feudal obligations, though after the affray was over 
the promise was not observed. Then with the concurrence of 
Russia and Prussia Austria annexed the free state of Cracow—the 
second breach in the Vienna Settlement, and this time by one of its 
sponsors. But conditions were rather wearing on autocrats, and no 
wonder Metternich observed that “the world is very sick.” All 
things considered, it was not impossible that a second signal from 
France might produce a greater upheaval. 

And the signal at last came. 

The July Monarchy—as the government of Louis Philippe was The 
called because the Revolution of 1830 had taken place in July— o/isis and 
was only a shade better than its predecessor. Though the King was tts Echoes 
an astute politician and knew the value of wearing the tricolor and 
dressing in citizen’s clothes like the bourgeois king he was, his gov¬ 
ernment was very far from liberal, and while the number of voters Causes of 
was now increased from 100,000 to 200,000, the change was not foJofms 
impressive seeing that the population of France was over 30,000,- 
000. Power had merely shifted from the landless aristocracy to the 
rich bourgeoisie. For the country as a whole it was a period of 
prosperity, to be sure, for it was natural that Such a regime would 
show considerable interest in industry and commerce. But, gen¬ 
erally speaking, the policy of the July Monarchy was negative. It 
did nothing to relieve the workers of the evil conditions which had 
come in with the Industrial Revolution; it was governed in its 
later years by a political machine whose corruption was flagrant 



404 


A SHORT HISTORY OF MODERN EUROPE 


and shameless; and its foreign policy was negative and humiliating. 
It is true that it accomplished the conquest of Algeria, though this 
was largely an accident, as the Algerian adventure had been a last 
coup de thtdtre of the late Bourbon monarchy. In generally toadying 
to Great Britain, it lost the respect of all French patriots, and when 
it tried in its last days to pursue a stronger policy, it singularly 
bungled. The French will forgive anything of a government that 
gives them glory. Conversely, loss of prestige is a government's 
worst sin. As Lamartine, one of the liberals, acutely observed, 
“France is bored." 

Opposition to the July Monarchy developed from three direc¬ 
tions. The liberals, representing the intellectuals, the lower bour¬ 
geoisie, and some from the upper ranks of the latter class who were 
wearied of a humdrum rule, endeavored in spite of the fettering of 
the press to create a public opinion in support of a wider suffrage. 
Some of this element were secretly republican. A second group of 
malcontents were the socialists who represented the cause of the 
exploited proletariat. A third element looked hopefully abroad to 
the head of the house of Bonaparte, Louis Napoleon, nephew of the 
late emperor. The idea that a political movement might possibly be 
in the making never touched the imagination of a sluggish and 
complacent government. By bringing the remains of Napoleon I 
to Paris and erecting a mausoleum to do them honor the King had 
thought to win some popularity; likewise one of his ministers, 
Adolphe Thiers, wrote a eulogistic history of Napoleonic exploits. 
But such efforts were really a boomerang. An immense number of 
Frenchmen revered the great emperor's memory, and sons of the 
old veterans of those bygone days had been wont to look upon him 
almost as a god. The sordid commonplaceness of this plutocratic 
rule was all the more disgusting in their eyes. Profiting by this 
feeling, Louis Napoleon twice raised the standard of revolt, but his 
maneuvers were poorly planned and proved abortive. Yet they 
were not without a certain moral success. This intrepid pretender, 
who had barely escaped making himself ridiculous, took advantage 
of a public trial (another folly of a decrepit government) to make 
a dramatic appearance, and it was then that he offered the nation 
the “Napoleonic Legend." “I represent to you," he said, “a 
principle, a cause, a defeat. The principle is that of the sovereignty 
of the people; the cause, that of the Empire; the defeat, Waterloo* 
The principle you have recognized; the cause you have served; the 
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defeat you wish to avenge.” Subjected to a not uncomfortable 
imprisonment (the government had at least the sense not to make 
him a martyr), he escaped after six years and watched the death- 
throes of the July Monarchy from the close proximity of England. 
How much strength his cause had gained no one realized until, like 
his illustrious uncle, he was able to take advantage of a revolution. 

The revolution which most people seemed tc want but no one 
seemed to expect finally occurred. In February, 1848, economic 
stress combined with political agitation easily overthew a regime 
that in the end proved singularly hollow, and the King, like his 
unlamented predecessor, took the road to exile. As few seemed to 
want his infant grandson, a republic was proclaimed. 

The Revolution of 1848 was wholly the work of Paris, though 
the country at large seemed tacitly acquiescent. After a successful 
struggle with socialism the Second Republic turned out to be a 
moderate liberal regime, and its chief contribution was universal 
manhood suffrage. It failed, however, to endure because it lacked 
any roots in France outside of Paris, because it was weak in both 
leadership and organization, and because ultimately it had to 
meet a formidable enemy which had the backing of the nation. 
In April a constituent assembly provided the new republic with a 
constitution that proved to be its undoing. Most of the mistakes 
of 1791 had been repeated, and also the germ of a popularly sup¬ 
ported monarchy had been planted. There was but one chamber 
provided, and there was to be no organic connection between 
executive and legislature. At the same time the president was to 
be elected by popular vote, and, thus constituted, would be able 
to appeal directly to the people against their chosen representa¬ 
tives. When the voters chose as president Louis Napoleon Bona- 
parte, the republic was clearly stultified. Out of the petty squab¬ 
bles that soon ensued Louis Napoleon made ready capital. He was 
an adroit politician; he took pains to cultivate the Catholics and 
to appeal to the man in uniform; and he knew how to reach the 
hearts of the people and how to discredit his opponents. When the 
legislature, which was royalist (another symptom of the failure of 
the republic) passed a law which in effect deprived the working 
class of the suffrage, the president promptly championed the element 
thus excluded. While Paris, it is true, was still republican at heart, 
the rest of the country was monarchist in feeling, and strongly 
inclined to favor a new Bonaparte. 
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A crisis approached in 1851. As the “Prince President” (for so 
he called himself!) was ineligible to re-election, and as his ambi¬ 
tion would not countenance stepping down, there was no alterna¬ 
tive but a coup d’etat, On December 2, 1851, the anniversary of 
the coronation of Napoleon I, Louis Napoleon by a skillfully exe¬ 
cuted plot dispersed the assembly, clapped most of its members 
into prison, and assumed the power of an absolute sovereign. 
There had been some fighting in Paris (and consequent bloodshed), 
but it had been easily put down. Then the nation was asked to 
vote in a plebiscite to confer upon Louis Bonaparte constituent 
authority; and by an overwhelming vote he was sustained. It 
was the provinces’ reply to Paris. The Second Republic lingered 
on for nearly a year in the guise of a dictatorship. Finally, in 1852, 
Louis Napoleon assumed the title of emperor of the French; and 
once more the result was ratified by plebiscite. Now France was 
no longer “bored”! 

We must now turn back to the immediate effects of the Feb¬ 
ruary Revolution—the Revolution of 1848 in France. The danger 
that the Powers, inspired by sinister memories of a republic, would 
intervene, was soon dispelled by the mere fact that they themselves 
were caught in the maelstrom of revolution. Starting with a revo¬ 
lution in Sicily and gathering its chief momentum from the Feb¬ 
ruary Revolution in France, the storm shook central Europe and 
swept even as far as the Danubian Principalities. The fact that it 
was much fiercer than the convulsion of 1830 shows how much the 
strength of nationalism had grown since that earlier upheaval. 
Perhaps also the construction of railways and the generally im¬ 
proved methods of communication made revolutionary ideas 
spread more rapidly than of old. Finally, we may note that the 
Industrial Revolution had begun to reach central Europe. In 
Vienna there was a needy proletariat, thrown out of work by the 
introduction of machinery into the factories. 

Oddly enough, the effect of the February Revolution was first 
felt in Austria. Nationalist hopes had long been stirring in the 
Hapsburg realm, and it was the Magyars, always proud and diffi¬ 
cult to rule, who led the attack on the German ascendancy in the 
empire. Louis Kossuth, an impassioned orator, declaimed before 
the assembled Hungarian diet against the “pestilential air” that 
**breathes upon us” from the “charnel house” of Vienna. The 
effect of the speech was electrical. The Magyars proceeded without 
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more ado to put their state in order (abolishing feudalism, enacting 
a new constitution, and adopting the fullest autonomy); other 
nationalities likewise asserted themselves; and in Vienna itself a 
riot broke out, which, directed largely against Metternich, soon 
drove the old statesman into retirement. Nothing better shows the 
force of the convulsion than the downfall of the man who had up¬ 
held a tottering system for so many years. But; this was only the 
beginning. The emperor not' only granted a constitution but soon 
afterward signed his abdication, leaving the throne to his young 
nephew, Francis Joseph. Bui the country was so badly shaken that 
the new emperor was hardly safe in his own capital. In May the 
government was terrorized by a mob led by university students 
and swelled by masses of peasants—that element which Austria 
had shamelessly betrayed in 1846. 

Meanwhile, the empire itself was crumbling under the onslaughts Collapse 
of nationalism. The Magyars, while not renouncing allegiance to and recoverv 
the dynasty, made themselves otherwise independent. The Czechs 
were likewise in revolt; while the Croats, on their side, were trying 
to win their freedom from Magyar rule. Down in Italy it was the 
same. The Italians of Lombardy-Venetia had risen and invoked 
the help of neighboring Sardinia. When Charles Albert, King of 
Sardinia, responded to this appeal, other Italian rulers were forced 
to join the movement. Italy from end to end was swept into the 
current. And, needless to say, Germany was affected. Princes 
were hurriedly granting constitutions, hoping by such means to 
save their tottering thrones. At Berlin there was a formidable 
riot, and the King of Prussia was forced again to promise a consti¬ 
tution; while in Germany as a whole the nationalist movement had 
brought into being a national assembly, meeting at Frankfort, 
whose purpose was to create at one stroke a liberal and unified 
Germany. It was all a spontaneous movement from below. The 
autocratic princelings in Italy and Germany had been forced to 
run to cover when the leadership of Vienna had failed them in the 
crisis. 

And yet, with all the odds against her, Austria managed to pull 
through, and to beat the forces of revolt on every hand. The ex¬ 
planation is varied. In the first place, the army, mostly German, 
was loyal and efficient. In the second place, the government let the 
Magyars alone and parlied with the Czechs while it concentrated 
on Italy. There Radetzky, the Austrian commander, defeated 
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Charles Albert and recovered Lombardy and Venetia. In the third 
place, though the capital was in uproar and even a republic was 
threatened while the army was absent in Italy, the government 
wisely abolished feudal services and in that way broke the resist¬ 
ance of the peasants. In the fourth place, Austria successfully 
' played one nationality off against another She took advantage of 
the discord between Czechs and Germans in Bohemia, and after 
winning decisively in Italy bhe put down the Czech revolt without 
much trouble. She meanwhile encouraged the Croats in their 
struggle with the Magyars, with whom she was now ready to come 
to conclusions. Yet the Magyars, who had by this time established 
a republic, would probably have held their own but for the fifth 
and final cause of Austria’s recovery, the timely help of Russia. 
The Czar Nicholas did not choose to have a republic across his 
frontier, and when he poured 200,000 soldiers into Hungary, the 
issue was decided. The Maygar republic was crushed. The integ¬ 
rity of the Austrian Empire was preserved. And with the collapse 
of the nationalist movement in Germany her ascendancy in Ger¬ 
many as well as Italy was restored. Everywhere reaction was the 
order of the day. 

Remits of There were few tangible results of the mid-century upheaval. 

the upheaval g arc j[ n j[ a managed to keep her constitution but only on suffrance; 

Prussia also got hers, though it was very illiberal; and feudalism 
was at last at an end in the Hapsburg empire. That is about all, 
for in most states autocracy was once more enthroned, and Ger¬ 
man and Italian hopes were seemingly quashed. Badly battered 
but triumphant, Austria had placed her heel on nationalism; and 
it must have seemed to progressive elements that her power was 
impregnable. Yet morally the elements of resistance were probably 
strengthened by the experience. The nationalists on the Danube 
had awakened to new life, and emancipation for them, as for the 
Italians, could only be a matter of time. 1849 was a dismal year, 
but 1852 was coming. 

Two incidents in 1852 foreshadowed important events. The 
Second Empire was proclaimed, with Napoleon III as emperor; 
and Cavour became the premier of Sardinia. Europe was on the 
eve of another great upheaval, 

Time, indeed, was on the side of the revolutionary elements. 
While it might seem, as one looks back on the period of struggle 
since 1815, that scant return had come from so much desperate 
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effort, there yet remained a growing sentiment for adequate realiza- 
tion of the principles of the great Revolution. And it was about the 
middle of the century that the middle class on the Continent began 
perceptibly to enjoy the benefits of new sources of wealth and that 
the states of central Europe came to acquire a material power 
which they had never known before. Such power in the hands of 
progressive leaders would mean much; in short, the streams which 
flowed from the French Revolution were soon to gain new force 
from that other great convulsion, the Industrial Revolution. 
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movement had its beginnings before the former but did not become 
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European in scope until the former had run its course. Just as the 
French Revolution was the gift of France, the Industrial Revolu¬ 
tion may be regarded as the greatest of all Great Britain's contribu¬ 
tions to civilization. Later the two were to become associated in a 
sense through the enhanced importance of the middle class; but 
perhaps the most significant phenomenon arising directly from the 
Industrial Revolution was the emergence of an immense proletariat 
whose condition was vitally different in many ways from that of its 
prototype in the days of cottage industries and gilds. 

The Causes and Early Course of the Industrial 
Revolution 

Meaning of The Industrial Revolution was the transformation in the meth- 

l lndu8triai °ds °f production and transportation through the general substitu- 

Rewhuion tion of power-driven machinery for hand labor. The actual period 
which the movement may be said to cover is a question on which 
there has been much variety of opinion, and one's judgment 
partly hinges on what is meant by the term, “revolution." Apply¬ 
ing the meaning we have adopted (more or less sanctioned by 
tradition), one must nevertheless realize that the operation of the 
movement was very gradual even in England, and that the various 
immediate results, to be presently discussed, were by no means 
general even there till a century had passed after the movement 
may be said to have begun. As late as 1850 hand-labor was still 
employed in many industries in England and in no English indus¬ 
try was transformation complete. Many economists go so far as 
to doubt the very value of such a term as the “Industrial Revolu¬ 
tion," pointing also to the fact that the sporadic use of machinery 
in production as well as the existence of the factory system of 
organization long'antedated the period when machinery and the 
use of steam came radically to transform the textile industries. 
Certainly the suddenness and rapidity, once commonly ascribed 
to the Industrial Revolution, can no longer be credited. The 
movement not only was long in becoming general but had been 
long in preparation. “The great inventors and discoverers whose 
names are known," remarks a recent writer, “ often built on foundar 
tions laid by scores of obscure men; their work was merely an im¬ 
provement or refinement upon that of others and in turn needed 
still further improvement before it became really satisfactory." 
But, when all due weight has been given to centuries of patient 
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experimenting (sometimes successful, sometimes otherwise) with 
the problem of making machines, and with due appreciation of the 
organizing achievements of capitalism in the past, the process of 
industrial transformation was immensely intensified in England 
during the late eighteenth century, and it was then that English 
society began to show some of the profound effects of the move¬ 
ment. Whether or not the earlier activities should be viewed as 
the initial stage of the revolution, or whether or not the whole 
movement was too gradual properly to be called a revolution, is 
perhaps after all a matter of definition. But the fact is certainly 
clear that the world which Palmerston saw after the middle of the 
nineteenth century was a very different world from that of Walpole 
or Frederick the Great. 

The Industrial Revolution was due to a variety of causes, but 
which for convenience may perhaps be reduced to two. In the first 
place, the expansion of commerce which resulted from what we 
have called imperialism created a greater demand for manufactured 
goods to exchange for the commodities produced by colonies or 
other distant lands. At the same time, the growing accumulations 
of capital, as well as the increased store of raw materials which new 
areas of exploitation had opened up, broadened the opportunities 
for output on a large scale. The world was getting too big to revolve 
any longer on the axis of handicraft production. The expansion of 
commerce and with it the growth of commercial capitalism acceler¬ 
ated industry and demanded from it a greater return. In the second 
place, there had been, as we have noticed, a significant revival of 
science in the seventeenth century, and much of the value of that 
scientific study had lain in showing the essential orderliness of 
Nature, developing a confidence that her secrets could be fathomed, 
and demonstrating the need of accuracy and precision in the search 
for new discoveries. While it is true that the first machines were 
much more the result of practical experimentation and demonstra¬ 
tion than of a knowledge of what science had disclosed, neverthe¬ 
less the application of steam to industry was due in very large part 
to a study of pure science. 

Some, at least, of the reasons why the movement began in 
England rather than in a Continental country are fairly obvious. 
In England of the eighteenth century the man of business enjoyed 
a much greater initiative than his counterpart on the Continent. 
That part of the Netherlands, which had once loomed so large in 
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industrial history, had never quite recovered from the depressing 
effects of wars in which their status had been a stake . 1 In France, 
which we may regard as typical of the Continental monarchies, 
there was, thanks to the strength of mercantilism, much more 
official regulation, and the gilds, which had no wish for innovations, 
were protected by the government. In England, as we may re¬ 
member, the gilds had, for the most part, given way to the domestic 
system; and because England, for reasons we have discussed, had 
become the leading commercial power, there was there a greater 
surplus capital to be utilized than in any other country. Capital 
in France was more often employed in the manufacture of arma¬ 
ments and luxuries, whereas in England greater attention had long 
been given to the more staple commodities like cloth, in the making 
of which less technical skill was required; and it was industries 
such as these that were more adapted to machine production. 
Perhaps, all in all, the Continental artisan was more of an artist 
than his British counterpart. The domestic system, into which the 
English workers were readily drawn, bespoke, no doubt, a less 
interesting existence, but, on the other hand, it offered employment 
to an increasing number of persons; and the decimation of the 
peasant proprietors—the outstanding feature of the Agricultural 
Revolution—threw on the market an immense and growing supply 
of labor. When we remember that in England there were also 
abundant supplies of coal and iron (and in close proximity to each 
other), we may conclude that in this land the materials for the 
development of modern industry were especially available. With 
these facts before us it hardly seems strange that in England 
should be found the strongest pressure for inventions. The coal 
industry was fast reaching its limits because water prevented the 
plumbing of the lower levels, and there was need of more powerful 
engines to pump it out. Similarly, the iron industry suffered actual 
decline because the process of smelting with charcoal required 
supplies of timber that were not available. Moreover, the cotton 
industry was pushed to meet the demand for cotton fabrics* 
Capitalism needed greater resources at its disposal. Hence in 
England appeared that galaxy of inventors, which may be viewed 
as the immediate cause of the Industrial Resolution. 

As intimated already, this great transforming movement bad 
long been foreshadowed. It is interesting to note that even before 

1 Theport of Antwerp had boon doted to oommofoo by the Peace of Wettphali*. 
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the domestic system had come into general vogue a certain proto* Prmoni- 
type of the modern factory system may be found in the presence YndmtrM 
in England during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries of large Revoluiion 
workshops where a hundred or so workmen were engaged in spin¬ 
ning and weaving, and mention has already been made of large- 
scale production, financed by capital, in mining and other indus¬ 
tries. An example of mass production had been furnished by the 
armament industry, while printing had afforded an example of a 
division of labor, printing, type-setting, binding, and other functions 
being performed in the same establishment. For arms-making the 
pressure of military demand had required something like factory 
organization; it also stimulated invention. The use of iron for 
making armor and later artillery produced in the fourteenth cen¬ 
tury the first blast furnace of which we have record, and the process 
of smelting was improved and perfected in the fifteenth and six¬ 
teenth centuries, though use had still to be made of charcoal, which 
was wasteful of the forests. For the every day business of living, 
the use of watermills and windmills for grinding corn or pumping 
water displayed the ingenuity with which mankind could utilize 
sources of power. But with only such power as man, horses, wind, 
or water could supply the development of industrial production 
was necessarily slow. The importance of these years lies in man’s 
unconscious struggle toward goals which he could not perceive. 

A spirit of inventiveness had, of course, been an aspect of the 
Renaissance, though there were evidences of it earlier, largely due, 
as we have suggested, to the influence of the Arabs. The importance 
of the printing-press has already been noted. The sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries were full of practical inventions. While the 
telescope, barometer, thermometer, and pendulum clock had little 
relation to industry, they amply attest to the progress which 
technology was making. In mining and manufacturing crude 
machines of various kinds were not unknown. Forge-hammers, 
worked by water-wheels, were used in the iron industry. The 
spinning-wheel had early come into western Europe from India, 
and its operation had been improved by Leonardo da Vinci, quite 
as much an inventor as he was an artist. Italian machines for 
throwing silk existed at least as far back as 1300, though they were 
apparently not copied in England till 1718. The invention of the 
stocking frame (by an Englishman in 1580) ended the need of 
blitting by hand, and heralded (as Paul Mantoux, a standard 
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authority on the Industrial Revolution, points out), if it did not 
begin the Industrial Revolution. About the same time various 
men were battling with the problem of a steam-engine. This dis¬ 
covery of a new source of power that might be applicable to indus¬ 
try was of paramount significance, and was certainly one of the 
immediate premonitions of what was to come. Then in 1733 
began that series of inventions which revolutionized the making of 
cotton cloth. Mantoux is probably right in emphasizing the major 
importance of the transformation of the textile industries, leading 
directly, as it did, to the rise of the modern factory. Just when one 
chooses to begin what we have called the Industrial Revolution is 
no doubt largely a matter of convenience. But it is important at 
least to realize that the movement was well under way in the second 
half of the eighteenth century. 

We shall not take space to describe the construction of the vari¬ 
ous mechanical devices which replaced the old-fashioned methods 
of weaving and spinning. Though the woolen industry was much 
older than the cotton (in 1701 woolen goods formed a fourth of the 
export trade), it was cotton that received the first momentum from 
this outburst of invention—largely due to the fact that, Indian 
fabrics having been prohibited through the influence of the wool 
merchants, there was all the more incentive for making cotton 
goods in England to meet the increasing demands of fashionable 
circles. The new machines, with which the names of Crompton, 
Cartwright, and many others are associated, raised the cotton and 
woolen industries to a productive capacity quite beyond the wild¬ 
est dreams of a century ago. Richard Arkwright, who had a knack 
of exploiting other people’s inventions, became a veritable captain 
of industry, owning and operating several factories. Since the 
first spinning-machines were run by water-power, it was necessary 
for mills to be established among the hills in the north of England 
where the rivers could provide the necessary force. Soon, however, 
the coming of steam made it practicable to plant factories over a 
much wider area, though they would naturally be thicker where 
coal was to be found. 

The application of steam to industry furnished the generative 
power needed to propel machinery, and thus opened up a limitless 
range of opportunity. The first steam-engines had been pumps and 
were used to advantage in ridding coal mines of water, thus en¬ 
abling them to be worked to a greater depth. It was James Watt 
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who brought the steam-engine directly mto the service of the tex¬ 
tile industries; and it was only a question of time when not only 
production but transportation would profit by its use. Meanwhile, 
the discovery of a process of smelting iron by coal (succeeding 
charcoal which had been expensive and wasteful of the forests) 
led to much greater use of iron; while the process of making steel 
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from iron soon underwent such notable improvement that the 
metal could be turned out in greater and cheaper quantities than 
ever before. Thus was facilitated the making of machinery itself, 
as well as other things such as bridges, vessels, etc., which required 
a harder and smoother metal than crude iron. If we also recall 
that the running of machinery required extensive supplies of fuel, 
we can understand the basic importance of coal, as well as iron, to 
modern industry. 

But the growth of large-scale production ttould have been The 
seriously limited without better means of transportation. An in- 
land town like Manchester was at first greatly handicapped by portatwn 
being unable readily to obtain its raw materials or to dispose of its 
immense volume of goods. It is said that so congested were the 
three canals which connected it with Liverpool that it took a month 
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for cotton to cover the distance of thirty miles to reach the sea, 
Canals and turnpikes were, of course, the great arteries of trans¬ 
portation at the end of the eighteenth century, but while the proc¬ 
ess of macadamization soon revolutionized the latter, the problem 
of hauling goods in large bulk required speed as well as space. 
Here, as in production, coal, iron, and steam, united with the spirit 
of invention, supplied the need. First tramways, long in use for 
conveying coal, were run on iron rails; then the application of steam 
as a motor power produced the railroad. It is interesting to observe 
that when the railroad was first inaugurated—early in the nine¬ 
teenth century—it was open to any company to use the tracks to 
convey passengers or merchandise; but considerations of safety 
soon persuaded governments and parliaments to fix the manage¬ 
ment of a railroad in the hands of a single company, and inciden¬ 
tally this gave rise to greater industrial concentration and a more 
rapid spread of railroads. Corresponding improvement in the 
means of water transportation went hand in hand with the im¬ 
provement of roads and the construction of railways. The use of 
iron or steel, instead of wood, for the construction of vessels and 
the utilization of steam for propelling them made for swifter and 
safer crossings of the seas. Thus transportation as well ajs produc¬ 
tion was revolutionized. Easy access to markets vasUy%preased 
the demand for industrial products, while the materials with which 
commodities were made could come from China or Egypt or else¬ 
where in vastly increased quantities. 

We have, indeed, now to consider some of the more striking 
aspects of the great transformation accomplished by the power- 
driven machine. What were the immediate results of the Industrial 
Revolution? 

The first result to mention is that object which had primarily 
been sought. Manufactured goods could now be turned out in so 
much greater quantities than under the old handicraft system that 
demands could be more quickly and easily supplied—with the 
ultimate result that a higher standard of living was obtained and 
an infinitely greater number of persons came to enjoy the con¬ 
veniences of life. Naturally as an outcome of large-scale production 
and the parallel improvement in methods of transportation com¬ 
merce grew by leaps and bounds. Whereas under the old system 
the market had at best been rather limited—often enough merely 
local in its range—now things were made more generally without 



THE INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION 


419 


knowledge of the actual consumer, and output was limited only by 
the judgment of the producer. It was but a step farther to develop 
the art of advertising, and thus still more to stimulate the demand. 
If we may look beyond the years of squalor and misery through 
which the working classes passed before they made their power 
felt, the great majority of the people of the civilized world eventu¬ 
ally enjoyed the benefits of a machine-made civilization. The 
modern newspaper, the automobile, and the radio have brought 
new funds of enjoyment even to many of the workers in factories. 
All manner of things that were once the luxuries of the few are 
now deemed almost necessities. And now that it has been proved 
possible to reconcile profit with shorter hours for the working 
classes, there is much more leisure time to enjoy the fruits of others' 
labor. Whatever the immediate cost, the Industrial Revolution 
opened the way to a new world. 

In fact, the increased volume of production led to many im¬ 
pressive changes. Thanks partly to the enhanced productivity of 
land and industry, population greatly increased. There were also 
certain social and political results of this marvelous expansion of 
industry. With the greater mobility of persons as well as goods, 
due to the revolution in methods of transportation, the world for 
many persons had widened out, and travel as well as closer com¬ 
mercial relations greatly stimulated social intercourse, enhancing 
the unity of nations and leading perhaps to a little more inter¬ 
national understanding. Even the relative position of nations 
came to be somewhat affected. Industrial Germany, for example, 
came to overshadow France, still predominantly agricultural. 
Backward countries were also to be opened to western capital, and 
imperialism would soon enjoy a powerful revival. But this, again, 
is dealing rather with ultimate than with immediate results of the 
Industrial Revolution. 

A second immediate result was the predominance of the factory 
system in the organization of industry. The shops or cottages in 
which workers had formerly turned out their pottery or fabrics or 
what-not were not adapted to the harboring of machines; nor were 
the workers themselves able to bear the expense of buying them. 
Moreover, machines required not skill so much as patient applica¬ 
tion best attained by the concentrations of groups of workers under 
a single directing mind. The domestic system was not adaptable 
to the new order. Thus workers had now to assemble under one 
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roof that all might play their part in the running of the machine 
and subject themselves to the discipline of the shop. By such 
means the capitalist achieved the most profitable results. 

Closely connected with the rise of the factory system we may 
note as the third result the shifting of population from country to 
town—a process rendered all the easier in England by the decay 
of peasant proprietorship. Great towns now sprang up—the direct 
result of the establishment of factories, as thither flocked thou¬ 
sands of workers who had become uprooted from the domestic 
system. By 1851 half of England's population had become urban. 
In the new economic order the factory played somewhat the same 
rdle as the chateau had done in an earlier society. As the peasants 
who had lived on the domain of a lord had gone forth to till his 
fields, so the industrial workers now poured forth from their hovels 
at the sound of the factory whistle to begin their day's work for a 
modern industrial lord. It was a bare living that they got, and 
yet the decline of agriculture had driven many of them already 
into the transitional domestic system, whence they were finally 
absorbed into the factories. But apart from changes in land-hold¬ 
ing which had squeezed out the peasants, the enhanced importance 
of industry had completely upset the balance between manufactur¬ 
ing and agriculture. While it is true that agriculture itself was 
becoming more profitable (through the changes already noted *) 
the tremendous field of opportunity to satisfy the more varied 
and less primal wants than eating and drinking had the result of 
making society more and more predominantly industrial, where it 
had formerly been chiefly agricultural. This tendency, so marked 
in England, was later to become apparent on the Continent as well. 

A fourth feature of the new order was the sharp cleavage between 
employers and employed—between capital and labor. Whereas 
formerly under the gilds the artisan had generally worked with his 
men and journeymen at least had usually owned their own tools; 
whereas under the domestic system the employer brought the raw 
materials to the worker to turn into finished products for which he 
later returned, and the workers themselves often possessed the 
spindles and the looms; now under the regime of the factory system 
the employer seldom saw his men (usually he was represented by a 
foreman or superintendent) and much of the capital that was 
invested in the factory was owned by people who never saw the 

* Pag© 242. 
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factory at all; while the tools, that is, the machinery, were part 
of the direct expense of the owner or the investors. The old per¬ 
sonal relationship between master and journeymen, even the less 
frequent contact between merchant and cottagers, was gone. 
Despite their common interest a seemingly unbridgeable gulf 
divided the new industrial masters and their men. 

And a fifth result was the changed moral atiii ude on the part of 
the workers toward their work. In the old days work had been more 
personal. The man who made a shoe was himself concerned with 
the making of every part of it. He could see it grow to completion 
in his hands, and there was a chance *o employ his individual skill. 
After the coming of machine production all the processes which had 
anything to do with making an article were rigidly distributed. 
The worker performed but one function in the process of making a 
shoe, and that one function was purely mechanical. He was merely 
a “hand.” The workers in the modern factory had but to push a 
lever or press a button or turn a crank the whole day long. Work 
was changed by the Industrial Revolution into a singularly monot¬ 
onous and deadening affair. Since technical efficiency was fur¬ 
nished by the machine, the unskilled laborer had largely replaced 
the skilled. Even the presence of the employer in the old handi¬ 
craft days had lent an element of interest to the workman’s toil. 
Now labor was essentially impersonal. 

A sixth result was a further depression of the working class. 
There was plenty of labor to be had, and the workers had to accept 
whatever conditions were dictated. Hence, for many a day, the 
long and grinding toil (fourteen to sixteen hours—even in some 
cases eighteen), the low wages, and the employment of an increas¬ 
ing number of women and children, which, being cheaper, still 
further depressed wages. It is now generally admitted that neither 
under the gild nor under the domestic system had working con¬ 
ditions been ideal. The cottages, or rather hovels, where a man 
and his wife and children had woven or spun were often hardly 
habitable, and the remuneration they received was generally so 
pitifully small that they were forced to labor far into the night. Yet 
in most cases these pre-Revolutionary workers consumed some of 
their day in farming or gardening, and thus the conditions under 
which they toiled were not so generally injurious as those which 
came to be associated with the factory system. Moreover, while it 
is too much to say that “ their time was their own” if they had to 
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labor incessantly to eke out a living, these cottage workmen were 
at least spared the ever-grinding pressure of factory discipline. 
Unquestionably, the houses in which the new proletariat lived were 
generally crowded and unsanitary, some of its members actually 
spending their nights in cellars, which were so damp and so un¬ 
ventilated as to be veritable dens of disease. And over all hung the 
fear of unemployment, for production had naturally its ups and 
downs with the opening of a world market and the frequent recur¬ 
rence of war, and for unskilled labor there was little chance for the 
abler man to rise to a better position through competition. To be 
without work or to be unfit for work meant nothing less than to 
become a public charge; and inasmuch as in England each parish 
had the expense of maintaining its paupers, any chance for an 
indigent workman to seek work in another locality was obviously 
impossible; no other parish would harbor him. Worst of all were 
those offsprings of the Poor Laws, the workhouses, where paupers' 
children toiled—without a single soul even to notice their existence. 

It was the children who bore the greatest sufferings during the 
Industrial Revolution. Many thousands of paupers' children were 
supplied to the factories 1 by the parishes, who sought thereby to 
lessen their own expenses. These bonded children were given some¬ 
times a trifling wage, sometimes only board and lodging. Even the 
length of the working day was largely determined by the foreman, 
who might drive his little charges until they dropped from sheer 
exhaustion. Not infrequently they fell into the machinery to be 
killed or maimed for life. The brutality with which they were 
treated in order to keep them steadily at work is almost unbeliev¬ 
able. “Of course," writes Mantoux, “not all factories witnessed 
such scenes, but they were less rare than their incredible horror 
would lead us to suppose. Even if they had not been ill-treated, 
excessive labor, lack of sleep, and the nature of the work forced 
on children during the critical period of their growth would have 
been quite enough to ruin their health." Often, too, the food was 
both bad and insufficient; many of the factories were entirely 
without ventilation; and the workers were not infrequently vic¬ 
tims of certain diseases traceable to the character of their work. 
Even making allowance for different conditions in different fac¬ 
tories, there are few pages in history more ghastly than those years 

1 The practice began to become common when factories were located for the sake 
of water power in rather remote districts where labor was relatively scarce. 
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of adjustment to a machine economy. They may be called the 
“Reign of Terror” of the Industrial Revolution. And the thou¬ 
sands of puny, undersized members of the British proletariat today 
bear the marks of this tragic period. 

Yet relief was long in coming, for manufacturers were in the 
heyday of sudden and enormous profits, and to buttress their 
position they had a certain philosophy of their own-ideas com¬ 
monly known as “laissez-faire.” 

The Influence of Laissez-Faire 

We have already mentioned the working of rationalism in the Origins and 
economic sphere and the rise of that school of economists of whom Ldssez- °* 
Adam Smith was not the earliest but the most famous. 1 It is Faire 
interesting to reflect that the intellectual awakening of the eight¬ 
eenth century led not only to the French Revolution with its 
undermining of arbitrary power in the political world but also to 
the triumph of laissez-faire with its shattering of the same principle 
in the economic sphere. Yet this doctrine was merely the formula¬ 
tion of a sentiment which had been growing for some time more 
articulate—especially among the English middle class. Merchants 
had come to chafe under the many restrictions of the mercantile 
system and to resent all species of State intervention. Already in 
England the principle of wage regulation—an inheritance from the 
fourteenth century—had become practically inoperative, and as 
far as labor conditions were concerned, the English manufacturers 
had little cause to complain of official action. When finally the 
Industrial Revolution brought such problems into the foreground, 
they hailed the new idea of laissez-faire as particularly applicable 
to their interests. Laissez-faire, as it came to be expounded, in¬ 
volved two things: unfettered relations (1) between seller and 
buyer and (2) between employer and employee. No tariff or any 
other artificial regulation should control the market. No action 
by State or workers’ organizations should be allowed to invade 
the principle of freedom of contract. The price of goods and the 
price of labor should follow simply the law of supply and demand. 
Fundamental among civic rights was that of owning property, 
which must be broadly construed as the right of employing one’s 
capital as one chose, and it was the duty of the State to protect, 
not to interfere with this right. Thus the middle class, in obtaining 

‘Page 268. 
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liberty, made a point of guarding its interests as it conceived them. 
With the propertyless proletariat, possessed of nothing but its 
labor, liberty was hardly more than an illusion. Smith himself, 
though persuaded that in a “majority of cases” the general in¬ 
terest was properly served by the seeking of private interest, never¬ 
theless admitted that in bargaining power labor was distinctly at a 
disadvantage. But Smith’s teachings were meant to apply to the 
production of wealth and not to its distribution. The kernel of his 
scheme was the principle of free competition. He leveled, of course, 
his chief attack upon mercantilism, especially the old colonial 
system, which, as we have noted, was breaking down under the 
stress of world events as well as theories. But laissez-faire, as we 
have indicated, included two things: freedom from interference in 
the economic-commercial sphere, the complete fulfillment of which 
would be “free trade,” and freedom of interference in the social- 
industrial sphere, the enjoyment of which would allow the capital¬ 
ist to hire his labor as he chose without any check from above or 
from below. 

The weakening of mercantilism was apparent in the eighteenth 
century, if not before. Capitalism had outgrown it, and the steady 
decline of the gilds in England and France had been the proof— 
quite apart from the contributive influence of laissez-faire. In 
1786 William Pitt, under the influence of Adam Smith, had nego¬ 
tiated a commercial treaty with France, opening wide the French 
market for British manufactured goods, with the result of trebling 
the export trade with France for the next few years. Though he 
was not successful in achieving free trade with Ireland, it is prob¬ 
able that his policy would have continued but for the long struggle 
with France which followed in the train of the French Revolution. 
This struggle, as we have seen, led to a reaction in favor of tariffs 
and prohibitions. But after the war was over the drift toward 
free trade was soon resumed, chiefly under the leadership of James 
Huskisson and (later) Sir Robert Peel. Several factors were con¬ 
tributive to this trend. Many British industries, having come to 
acquire a fairly secure pre-eminence in the world market, needed 
no further protection, and the manufacturing interests were 
anxious for a freer inflow of raw materials. It was at the same 
time believed that cheaper food would reconcile the workers to 
low wages (let the landed elements bear the burden of relief by 
losing the tariff on their wheat), and, besides, would give industry a 
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chance to balance its exports by food and raw materials from for¬ 
eign countries. Curiously enough, it was under the Tories, the 
party of the landed aristocracy that the old economic system re¬ 
ceived its death-blows, though it was to mean a greatly reduced 
price for wheat and the additional burden of the income tax to take 
the place of the customs. Perhaps the full import of the move¬ 
ment was not at first foreseen. At the instance of Huskisson not 
only were several prohibitions removed and duties reduced but 
reciprocity treaties were concluded with foreign powers, allowing 
them a share in the colonial trade, thus virtually suspending the 
Navigation Acts. When Peel became premier (for the second time) 
in 1841, he was persuaded to sweep away a number of duties, mak¬ 
ing up for any immediate loss of revenue by substituting an in¬ 
come tax. 1 Meanwhile, as has been elsewhere noted, a bitter fight 
was being waged by two manufacturers, Richard Cobden and 
John Bright, against the Corn Laws, which still gave protection, 
“amounting to prohibition,” to the home-grown wheat. As the 
Whigs, then in opposition, seemed to be favoring abolition, and 
under the influence of the Irish famine of 1845-6, 2 Peel carried 
through the repeal of these famous laws, and foreign wheat was 
admitted free. Three years later (1849) the Navigation Acts were 
repealed. More and more it had come to be regarded as a veritable 
axiom that free trade was to the best interest of Great Britain, 
since in becoming an industrial nation, it behooved her to look 
outside for the bulk of her food, and that by buying food from the 
Continent and colonial areas, she would be able in exchange to 
find an increasing market for her manufactures. Such became the 
position of the middle class, and, but for a few insignificant duties 
(preserved for revenue only), Great Britain committed herself to 
free trade. Thanks to being the pioneer in a machine economy 
and to the adoption of free trade, Great Britain became the work¬ 
shop of the world, and her marvelous commercial supremacy was 
not only practically unchallenged for half a century but never till 
recent days has been seriously threatened. 

Progress on the Continent toward free trade was much slower. 
It is true that in France internal tariffs disappeared with the 

1 Not ordinarily employed in England except in time of war. It now, however, 
became permanent. What the landed element was to lose through the liberation of 
wheat was made up to them as consumers through the reduced cost of living result¬ 
ing from the adoption of free trade. 

* Page 563. 
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Continent eternal free trade); it is also true that the gilds had lost their 

monopoly, as we have seen, and that competition was freer than 
ever before; but during the war with England mercantilism came 
back in all its glory, and Napoleon carried it so far as to try to 
close the whole of the Continent to British trade. Moreover, even 
within the immense zone under his sway, he sought a favored posi¬ 
tion for French goods, and, though not completely successful, he 
was able by tariff juggling to get a virtual monopoly of the Italian 
market. With Napoleon’s fall was ended the struggle for economic 
conquest, and commercial policy followed less grandiose objects. 
But France, as well as the rest of the Continent, felt the need of 
many things, especially machinery, that the British alone could 
supply. Under the influence of such facts as well as the doctrine 
of laissez-faire France definitely changed her policy, and by a 
treaty of 1860 the tariffs on British goods were materially lowered. 
More than that, the policy led other countries to follow suit. If 
France’s Continental neighbors were to compete with British goods 
in the French market, it was obviously impossible to do so unless 
they entered into similar agreements with France. Gradually, too, 
restrictions on shipping disappeared, and larger economic units 
were created, as tariff barriers were leveled between Russia and 
Poland, Austria and Hungary, Sweden and Norway, Wallachia 
and Moldavia, and also between most of the German states (the 
Zollverein). Primarily, no doubt, Great Britain's change of policy 
was responsible for this movement; yet it was France that was 
still looked up to as Europe’s leading power, and it was France 
(under Napoleon III) who directly inspired this transformation. 
In general, the result of the leveling of tariff walls was a great 
expansion of trade, apparently justifying Smith's statement that 
no one is the loser by free exchanges and that on the contrary 
everyone gains. Prices were naturally lowered during this pe¬ 
riod, but any slight margin of loss to the manufacturer was more 
than made up by his gain as a consumer. But for the Franco* 
Prussian War, which brought into being a united Germany, on an 
intense wave of nationalism, it is not improbable that the trend 
of Europe toward free trade would have continued. In any event, 
commercial relations were much more the subject of bargain than 
had been the case a century ago, and the most-favored-nation 
clause (meaning that a power obtaining it had the same tariffs to 
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meet as other nations) became a conventional practice in making 
commercial treaties between nations. 

If laissez-faire, as applied in commerce, brought much material {#) Social 
good to the consumer, such gains were more than offset for the 
working class by the way in which it operated in the sphere of 
industry. To secure their labor as cheaply as possible and to (a) The 
squeeze out of it all that it would bear was ftr manufacturers a unfa* 
sacred privilege. Labor was seemingly devoid of a human aspect; ^we^/am 
it was viewed simply as a commodity, in the same sense as machin¬ 
ery or raw material. It was partly this view which forbade the 
workers to organize in their interest.-; in the economic world they 
had no human rights—save the very inadequate right of selling 
their labor in the open market. For some time it was generally 
believed that the working class could never hope to better its 
condition. The clerical scholar, Malthus, urged that growth of 
population would proportionately limit the supply of available 
food, and the economist, Ricardo, held that all such growth, caused 
by a rise in wages during better times, would result in a superfluity 
of workers and a consequent lowering of wages—a view that was 
known as the “iron law of wages.” There was even a feeling that 
work, however hard, was good discipline, and perhaps intended 
by Providence. Such was part of the moral background of laissez- 
faire, or economic individualism. Actually it was the power of the 
strong over the weak—which had its counterpart in the right of the 
majority to tyrannize over the minority in a democratic society. 

How could it be expected that a state so controlled would ever 
intervene? 

The beginnings of State intervention for the relief of the working (b) Begin- 
classes may be ascribed to two main causes. In the first place, n S of 
there was some fear after the outbreak of war with Revolutionary intervention 
France that unemployment as well as the increased cost of food 
and the existence of certain workers' organizations (there had al¬ 
ready been some riots) might produce an epidemic of sedition. It 
was for this reason that the Poor Laws were reyised. Even earlier 
than the Revolutionary crisis, that is, in 1782, an act of parliament 
had compelled parishes to find work on the farms for all able- 
bodied paupers, the workhouse being reserved for cripples and 
children. Another act, in 1793, forbade a parish to send a laborer 
back to his home parish unless he were plainly without any means 
of subsistence. A few years later, after some food riots, the principle 
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was generally adopted that all persons were entitled to a minimum 
amount of subsistence and that the parish must, if necessary, sup¬ 
plement their wages—a laudable reform in principle but unfortu¬ 
nate, as it turned out, in practice, since it led manufacturers 
deliberately to lower wages, and thus it worked to the actual detri¬ 
ment of the people it was supposed to help. Doubtless these cases 
of public action in the interest of the working class were only a 
timid beginning. How converted England was to laissez-faire is 
shown by the fact that in 1799 an act was passed against workers' 
organizations—an echo, it almost seemed, of the Chapelier Law 
in France, which had emanated, of course, from the same philoso¬ 
phy. Even the old act which had permitted justices of the peace 
to regulate wages was in 1813 repealed. Whatever reforms were 
enacted must be handed out spontaneously by the State. 

A second cause of the beginnings of State intervention was the 
development of a more humanitarian spirit, a movement which 
probably emanated from eighteenth century rationalism and which 
expressed itself in politics through William Wilberforce’s efforts to 
secure the abolition of the slave trade, as well as the interest 
which began to be shown in the moral welfare of workers' children. 1 
The legislation to protect the little chimney sweep was no doubt 
actuated by this philanthropic spirit, from which, incidentally, 
some manufacturers themselves were not exempt. Before the end 
of the century there was some notable pressure put on parliament 
to enact some measures of relief, 2 and it was the elder Peel, a 
factory owner, who carried through in 1802 the first factory act. 
It was a really ambitious measure but was unfortunately so worded 
as to be easily evaded, and the stress of the Napoleonic struggle 
diverted the public attention from social reform. But it was some¬ 
thing that the government had really taken upon itself the duty of 
imparting direct social relief. At least the tyranny of laissez-faire 
was beginning to be challenged. 

1 Because of interest in their moral welfare a few schools were founded by private 
associations to teach them to read the Bible, to spell, and to write. In some oases 
older children were utilized to assist in teaching the younger ones (the so-called 
monitor system). But an effort in 1807 to get parliamentary support for two years* 
free schooling for poor children definitely raised the question ‘"whether it was 
proper that education should be diffused among the lower classes/' and the measure, 
though passed by the commons, was rejected in the lords. Even the philanthropists 
were not in favor of popular education as a means of enabling the lower classes to 
raise themselves socially but only to render them less an offense to respectability 
and less liable to lawlessness and sedition. 

* An effort was made in 1795 and again in 1800 to secure a wage for farm laborers 
commensurate to the price of wheat. 
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Yet this tendency must not be overemphasized. The closing of (t) The 
the struggle with France in 1815, and with it, an end of munitioning 
Continental armies caused a material falling off in British exports u ^ r e98ion 
to the Continent. The result of this lowered demand for British 
goods was a sharp decline of production, in consequence of which 
100,000 persons were immediately thrown out of work, and at a 
time when an army of 400,000 had somehow to be re-absorbed into 
economic life. It was no wonder that labor was cheap; and re¬ 
covery was so slow that only the re-employment of the unem¬ 
ployed could be looked upon as an advance in Uie general condition 
of the workers. From 1815 to 1840 Great Britain faced a period of 
depression, which, though lightening as time went on, was respon¬ 
sible for the conviction that nothing should be done that would 
lessen to any degree the cheapness of production. Thus heighten¬ 
ing of labor costs was steadily frowned upon—the more so as com¬ 
petition was keen among manufacturers. While it is true that some 
factory reforms were passed in the ’thirties, as well as a new Poor 
Law (1834), allowing a pauper if he were to escape the workhouse 
to migrate in search of a job, the general principle remained that 
manufacturers were justified in seeking their own interest with a 
minimum of State interference. Few as yet had come to believe 
that the workers as such had fundamental rights. 

All such problems were but slightly raised on the Continent; yet 
the great revolution in England did eventually cross the Channel, 
and we must now give attention to this widening of the movement. 

The Industrial Revolution on the Continent 

In France the movement toward large-scale production and a in France 
machine economy was rudely interrupted by the French Revolu¬ 
tion. From a decade of financial disorder and economic depression 
no relief was found till France went back once more to autocratic 
government. Then it was that Napoleon, anxious above all to get 
the markets of the Continent away from England and to flood them 
as far as possible with French goods, made a determined effort to 
revive French industry and spared neither money nor pains to 
attain that end. He established technical schools; he rewarded 
invention; he helped out manufacturers by government loans. 

Though it could hardly be said that the Industrial Revolution 
made much progress as yet in France, Napoleon tried to introduce 
weaving by machinery, end many of the mechanical devices in- 
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vented in England were, notwithstanding British precautions, 
coming gradually to be known in France. Though conquest in the 
economic sphere had even smaller chance than in the political, 
and though he did not quite restore France herself to her former 
prosperity, Napoleon did stage a magnificent revival. It remained 
to be seen whether succeeding governments would gradually 
build on his work, and whether a period of peace would quicken 
the Industrial Revolution. Progress did, in fact, take place, though 
it was undeniably slow. One of the greatest handicaps in France 
was her scarcity of coal; and it was nofc till the middle of the 
century that her largest beds (those in the northeast) were appre¬ 
ciably tapped. During the same period Belgium, with her large 
coal deposits and her much greater relative interest in manufactur¬ 
ing was able to show a very much greater advance. Moreover, the 
French, in general were wedded to small establishments run with 
small capital, most of the labor (chiefly for the making of luxury 
articles) being still done by hand; while it is also to be remembered 
that the overwhelming majority still got their entire living from 
the land. Nevertheless, during the period of the July Monarchy 
we can fairly say that the Industrial Revolution was making head¬ 
way, and the French were beginning to make their own machines. 
In 1832 railway construction commenced (promoted, of course, by 
the government), and became noticeably rapid before the middle 
of the nineteenth century. No doubt the fact that the Bank of 
France was very liberal in supplying credit may account for some 
of the progress made in developing a machine economy. The rate 
of progress remained substantially the same under Napoleon III, 
and up to 1870 it was still true that France was second only to 
Great Britain in the export of industrial products. 

In Germany In Germany the Industrial Revolution was bound to be slow, 
divided as she was into so many states, some of which were very 
backward. Outside of Prussia and the lands which had come under 
Napoleonic control, the gild system died hard, and it was not till 
nearly the middle of the nineteenth century that capitalism began 
to open the way to large-scale production. Up to that time, and, 
indeed until well afterward, the woolen and cotton industries still 
depended upon hand labor, and it is to be noticed that the peasants, 
having lost some of their holdings when they acquired proprietary 
rights, clung to weaving and spinning as by-industries as long as 
they found it possible. Yet spinning-machines, run by power* bad 
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already come into general use, especially in Prussia, and after the 
notable progress of the late Sixties (when unity was half attained) 
the English found in Germany a serious competitor in the cotton 
industry. By this time steam had come to be extensively applied 
in the textile industries and the factory system had fairly begun. 

What progress there was is chiefly to be attril hi ted to Prussia. It 
was she who had instigated the forming of the Zollverein, widening 
the market for German goods, and she who began the process of 
political amalgamation—a fact which certainly accounts for the 
rapid development after 1866. 

Though in some particulars geography was none too favorable 
to the Germans, it is nevertheless equally true that they rejoiced 
in certain important natural advantages, such as a fairly central 
position, a number of navigable rivers, and fairly abundant sup¬ 
plies of coal and iron. In the ’forties the smelting of iron by coal 
made notable progress, and the utilization of coal and iron, made 
possible by railroad construction, which brought them together, 
as it were, greatly contributed to the progress we have noted. 
Obviously the Zollverein, which leveled tariff frontiers in Germany, 
raised at once the question of devising better means of transporta¬ 
tion; and just as Prussia had taken the lead in tariff reform as well 
as in iron-mining, smelting, and the adoption of machinery, so it 
was Prussian capital that built the first railway. By 1850 there 
were approximately 3,000 miles of railroad in Germany; and al¬ 
ready steam-navigation had appeared on many of the rivers. Yet 
even though German industry could count, as in France, upon 
State encouragement (a contrast, of course, to laissez-faire Eng¬ 
land), one can hardly say that the Germans caught up with the 
French before the founding of the German Empire. It was, there¬ 
fore, for reasons that we shall later consider that Germany out¬ 
distanced France after 1870 and became the leading producer on 
the Continent. 

Outside of Belgium, France, and Germany the Continent showed EUewhe, re 
still by the end of the ’sixties little manifestation of the transforma¬ 
tion which had begun in western Europe. The Industrial Revolu¬ 
tion reached Austria and Italy comparatively late, and Russia was 
almost untouched until near the end of the century. 

All this work of industrial development had availed to bring 
new wealth to the middle class; but what of the proletariat? What 
<rf the reverse side of the picture. We have already noted conditions 
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which violate one’s notions of justice. Was there to be no redress? 
Was the working class to accept indefinitely the “tyranny of the 
machine”? 

The Awakening of the Proletariat 

The Setting By the term, “awakening of the proletariat,” it must not be 
%oblm assumed that all members of the working class at any time ac¬ 
cepted their hard lot as inevitable or that they showed no spirit of 
revolt against a system which had turned them into slaves of a 
Early signs machine. Even before the Industrial Revolution there was enough 
awakening c ^ ass consciousness among journeymen to produce occasional 
strikes and even the destruction of tools, though the workers were 
then too small a class and too ill-organized to make much im¬ 
pression. After the Industrial Revolution had led to more con¬ 
centration of population as well as more onerous conditions, such 
disturbances became more frequent. In many instances cottage 
workers attacked machines for their pitiless competition. After 
the Napoleonic struggle when England suffered from a depression 
due to the cessation of an abnormal market (the providing of her 
numerous allies with munitions), an epidemic of rioting pervaded 
the industrial regions, and many factories were sacked or burned 
by men who had been thrown out of work. Yet the State’s only 
answer was repression; and a semi-prohibitive tariff on foreign 
wheat, by keeping up the price of bread, only made the lot of the 
poorer classes more grievous. On the part of the government 
there was little disposition to strike at the roots of the problem. 

The rule We have already examined the position of the proletariat; it was 
middle class v ^ c ^ m of historic forces. Its insecurity and weakness were 
possible because the middle class was the immediate beneficiary— 
moral and material—of both the French and Industrial Revolu¬ 
tions. The Industrial Revolution had given this class the power of 
dictating the terms under which labor was employed, since now, 
more than ever, capital was king. Meanwhile, the French Revolu¬ 
tion had emphasized the rights of the individual, but in actual 
application these rights had opened the way to the exceptional 
individual, and it was to him that the “career open to talents” 
afforded a wider freedom. Then, too, the principle of laissez-faire 
lent a certain moral strength to the rising capitalist whose fortune 
was being made by the Industrial Revolution and whose power 
was coining to be felt more and more in the sphere of politics*—in 
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France with the accession of the July Monarchy, in Great Britain 
since the Reform Bill of 1832. The proletariat on the other hand, 
a weak minority, excluded from the suffrage and often enough 
ignored by public opinion, was left without security in the new 
order. It was not enough to possess certain theoretical political 
rights; with this class it was the more pressing and vital problem 
of subsistence. Not till later on would the rnora* question be raised 
of a fairer remuneration for the share which the workers themselves 
took in the spread of material comforts through the Industrial 
Revolution. 

It was a long pull ahead, and the prime necessity was to awaken 
to a sense of inherent power. The idea of a class consciousness 
which might move the workers to unite and wage a campaign in 
their own interest was but gradually developed; yet it portended 
immense changes. In seeking to promote their cause, they grasped 
at various instruments. 

The two main agencies employed by the proletariat were trade- 
unionism and political agitation, the latter being intended to 
develop a public opinion that would force the ruling classes to grant 
it the rights of suffrage, thus opening the way to remedial legisla¬ 
tion. Such means were more characteristic of Great Britain than 
the Continent, since the British proletariat was much less sus¬ 
ceptible to the appeal of social revolution, and it was in Great 
Britain that a public opinion was more easily generated. A third 
instrument, more typical of the Continent, was insurrection, and 
this was where socialism was able to provide both a creed and an 
inspiration. 

Trade-unionism was not altogether new with the Industrial 
Revolution, for there had been organizations of journeymen in the 
old handicraft days, as we have noticed; and though in general, 
these had been rather crude affairs, and in England usually tem¬ 
porary expedients, there were some cases at least, where the mas¬ 
ters had been obliged to yield to pressure. The fact that statutory 
regulation of wages (and other matters) had ceased to be enforced 
any longer partly accounts for the movement in England; and 
when in time the skilled worker came to lose his exclusive position 
in the labor market (as soon as the Industrial Revolution began 
to operate), it was clear that the old industrial order was passing 
while the new one as yet could furnish no security. Yet to resist 
exploitation in the face of the growing power of laissez-faire clearly 
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demanded more than isolated efforts. Workers under the domestic 
system were certainly too dispersed to combine readily, and, not 
meeting; in large numbers, they were unable to compare their 
wrongs and to arrive at common grievances. Only when the fac¬ 
tory came to take the place of the cottage did the workers perceive 
the strength that lay in numbers. It vvas toward the end of the 
eighteenth century, after the Industrial Revolution had begun 
to complicate a situation alread> aggravated by the high cost of 
food, that one notes a rapid increase of workers’ societies and even 
some occasional riots. This new proletarian weapon came to be 
considered a serious menace, especially when the principles of the 
French Revolution had spread abroad, and, accordingly, in 1799, 
was passed by the British parliament the act, already mentioned, 
whereby workmen were forbidden to combine for the purpose of 
securing higher wages or shorter hours or for putting any form of 
pressure upon employers. While the penalty for infraction of this 
law was three months’ imprisonment or two months’ hard labor, it 
was possible under an earlier law to classify a strike as a conspiracy 
and to impose still heavier penalties. The terms of the act of 1799 
were in some respects so sweeping that two workmen could not 
safely discuss with each other even the conditions of their employ¬ 
ment. Thus laissez-faire was completely triumphant; and we have 
only to recall that eight years earlier similar action had been taken 
by the Constituent Assembly in France. 

As a precaution against possible sedition the act of 1799 had a 
basis in reason, but there had really been little danger, as repre¬ 
sented, that the workers would have the means of extorting un¬ 
reasonable conditions, for most of them belonged in the ranks of 
the unskilled, and their places could only too easily be filled. In 
spite of the law numerous trade unions continued to exist, though 
there were many prosecutions, and public opinion itself was not 
as yet on the side of the workmen. At last in 1824-5 the law of 1799 
was superseded by acts which permitted combinations of workmen, 
though violence was still prohibited, and even a strike might still 
be treated as conspiracy. Under such conditions the trade union 
was singularly ineffective as an instrument, though its importance 
in promoting class solidarity cannot be ignored. Meanwhile the 
consumers' co-operative stores, which served their customers on a 
non-profit basis, were an outgrowth of the growing habit on the 
part of the workers to meet in groups to discuss their common 
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interests. This consumers' co-operative movement, which had its 
origins in England, has been one of the sanest instruments for 
protecting the masses from exploitation, and its progress has been 
notable throughout Europe. During the 'thirties, although there 
were some efforts to amalgamate some of the unions and even to 
hold an annual congress, trade-unionism seems to have made but 
little progress, and the proletariat, seemed rather to place its hope 
in political action; it was not till after the Reform Bill of 1867, 
which gave the great majority of workers the ballot, that trade 
unions in England were finally relieved of all restrictions—a fact 
to be noted later. 

On the Continent traa ri -unionism was for long time less im¬ 
portant, since the proletariat itself was much less numerous. In 
France “societies of resistance," as they were called, existed sub 
rosa , and perhaps because the question was not very acute the 
government was rather lax in enforcing the Chapelier Law. 1 Under 
Napoleon III, who was an avowed friend of the workers, trade- 
unionism was deliberately tolerated, though it was not till later 
that it obtained legal recognition. In Germany the strength of the 
gild system, not to mention the disciplinary habits of most Ger¬ 
mans, long retarded the growth of trade-unionism, and the earliest 
unions in Prussia appear to have been established as late as 1868. 
In Germany the socialist parties came to provide the proletariat 
with the germs of organization, and even such unions as existed 
were divided along political lines. As the economist, Birnie, has 
said, “The connection of trade-unionism with politics has always 
been much closer in Germany than in other countries." For that 
reason, perhaps, it has been a less effective weapon in itself. 

In England, as we have said, trade-unionism played an impor¬ 
tant r61e in the development of class consciousness. Moreover, 
with the extension of railways and the cheapening of the postal 
system more avenues of intercommunication were opened to the 
workers. Also it should be realized that political organizations had 
been formed among this class, and that an able propagandist, 
William Cobbett, had placed his “tuppenny" journal within its 
reach. Proletarian agitation had much to do with the passage of 
the First Reform Bill. Finally, the stupid ruthlessness with which 
the government had treated well-founded discontent, had whetted 
a spirit of resistance among the workers. When in 1819 a peaceful 

1 See page 300. 
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demonstration had been broken up with such severity that several 
casualties occurred (the so-called “Peterloo Massacre”), the im¬ 
pression was bound to penetrate far and wide. When it became 
manifest that the First Reform Bill did nothing, after all, for the 
proletariat, political agitation renewed its vigor, and for nearly two 
decades the program known as “Ch«rtism” (mentioned in the 
previous chapter) became the most prominent phase of the work¬ 
ing-class movement. Economic c\ ils, it seemed to be felt, must be 
met by political action. Much of the discontent which fed the 
movement was due to the newly enacted Poor Law of 1834, which, 
while it abolished the wasteful system of outdoor relief, forced all 
paupers into the workhouse; and it was explicitly intended that 
their lot should be less comfortable than that of the independent 
worker, lest people who could help themselves might be tempted 
to become public charges. The Chartist program, which included 
universal suffrage, annual parliaments, and the secret ballot, could 
hardly be labeled subversive, though Great Britain had never 
gone the length of France in the direction of democracy. Un¬ 
fortunately for the proletariat, Chartism revealed no strong leader 
like William Cobbett, the man who had lent so much zest to the 
agitation before the Reform Bill, and by the time it had got well 
under way, economic distress had become much relieved. The 
repeal of the Corn Laws in 1846 greatly reduced the price of food; 
while the general adoption of free trade lowered the cost of other 
commodities. From the late 'forties onward through two decades 
and more British industry enjoyed a period of perhaps unparalleled 
prosperity, and partly also because capital was more easily ob¬ 
tained 1 and a smaller share of the earnings of an enterprise were 
needed for its promotion, a higher wage-scale became general. 
Meanwhile the granting of the ten-hour day for women and “ young 
persons” in the textile mills (1847) seemed to show that the work¬ 
ers' movement was gaining ground. In the words of an eminent 
economist, “to the hungry 'forties succeeded the sleek and pros¬ 
perous 'fifties.” Perhaps it was the improved position of the work¬ 
ers that made certain members of parliament see the folly of ex¬ 
cluding so large and important body from the suffrage. At any 
rate parliamentary reform became an issue again in the 'fifties, 
and, gathering force in the 'sixties, led finally in 1867 to the Second 
Reform Bill, granting the right of suffrage to most of the pro- 

1 Due to an act of 1858 limiting the liability of stock-holders in a company. 
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letariat. In the concluding years of the agitation the workers had 
again organized societies to press their cause, and seem to have 
contributed powerfully to the final outcome. Whether their 
economic grievances were now to be solved by the ballot was yet 
to be seen. But in any case the British proletariat had fully 
awakened, and for fifty years, with varying intensity, had carried 
on a class struggle. And on the whole they got more recognition 
than their co-workers in Frcnce had obtained by insurrection. 

On the Continent social problems were much later to become Revolution: 
acute, since the Industrial Revolution made slower headway there, antecedent* 
Nevertheless the course which the labor movement would take °f . 

socialism 

on the Continent was pei haps prefigured by the French Revolu¬ 
tion. The power that could be wielded by a minority in a revolu¬ 
tion suggested that violence might be used for social ends, while 
the pastime of theorizing in quest of better conditions was likely 
to become a habit with the disciples of the philosophes. Attempts 
to fix prices and wages during the Terror have been noted as a 
concession to a frenzied proletariat, but its numbers were then too 
small to wield an influence for very long, and its friends among the 
Terrorists had only the vaguest notions of social regeneration. 

While it is true that certain thinkers from time immemorial had 
preached the idea of common ownership of property, and that a 
few of the minor philosophes had espoused such doctrines, such 
theories had always been looked upon as Utopian and had aroused 
little attention. When in 1796 a young journalist of peasant ex¬ 
traction, Frangois Babeuf, attempted a conspiracy with the pro¬ 
gram of pooling all profits and distributing them through a govern¬ 
mental agency, it was quickly and easily put down and soon 
forgotten. The historical importance of this episode lies chiefly in 
its evidence that socialistic movements were not, after all, an 
innovation of the nineteenth century. 

It is, of course, obvious that the Industrial Revolution brought (2) Rise of 
social problems into the foreground. Now that the working class 
were gaining in numbers if not in misery, the grounds for seeking 
some panacea of relief were obvious enough. While trade-unionism 
battled for some immediate measures of relief, certain thoughtful 
men were envisaging a new order. In England of the 'thirties 
Robert Owen, a wealthy mill-owner, proposed a system of self- 
sufficing communities which should work in common and share 
equitably the fruits of all their labors. Contemporary with Owen, 
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the French aristocrat, St. Simon, expounded views of somewhat the 
same nature: The State, thought St. Simon, should assume control 
of production and distribution, and use its wealth as capital to be 
loaned to communities working on a co-operative plan. Somewhat 
later another Frenchman, Charles Fourier, advocated a plan sim¬ 
ilar to Owen’s. He did not look to tho State but rather to smaller 
units, in which the workers should carry on a self-sufficient exist¬ 
ence, sharing their toil and its fruits. Fourier thought, however, 
that ultimately these communities might be slightly amalgamated 
with a directing center at Constantinople! 

These earlier “socialists” (the term came to be used first in the 
’twenties) are commonly known as the “Utopians”—an epithet 
coined at their expense by that different kind of socialist, Karl 
Marx. They had but a very limited influence for the simple reason 
that they did not organize an active propaganda and consequently 
did not reach the hearts of the masses themselves. It was socialism 
(of a sort), propounded for the people but not actually accepted or 
promoted by the people. The Utopians strove mainly to teach by 
example. Owen and Fourier founded model communities which 
aimed to apply their respective ideas; but most of these laboratory 
demonstrations of socialism were badly conducted and met with 
failure. All the Utopians seem to have accepted Rousseau’s premise 
of the innate goodness of man. “All that God made is good,” said 
Fourier. They imagined, like the rationalists, that people could 
change their habits completely in an instant if only proper rela¬ 
tionships were devised. They did not perceive that society was a 
matter of evolution. 

A more practical socialist and a sort of transitional figure between 
the Utopians and Marx was the Frenchman, Louis Blanc, an aris¬ 
tocrat by birth and of slender resources, but distinguished by the 
brilliancy of his writings. Blanc was somewhat like the Utopians 
in expecting great things to be achieved in a relatively short time 
and he had like St. Simon the quixotic notion that everyone 
should be remunerated according to his needs (“From each accord¬ 
ing to his ability, to each according to his needs ”), but he was more 
practical than the Utopians in that he was ready to use existing 
machinery to put his ideas into effect and he urged the importance 
of putting the State on a democratic basis in order to give it the 
moral right to supervise production. He proposed that national 
workshops should be established and endowed by the State, and 



_ THE INDUST RIAL REVOLUTION 439 

the competition offered by such establishments, he believed, would 
ultimately bring to an end all private enterprise. At first the State 
itself should appoint the persons to direct each shop, but ulti¬ 
mately, after individual capacities were better known, the directors 
should be chosen only by the body of workers concerned. This 
idea of small self-governing industrial units (Blanc would have 
allied trades, like masons, carpenters, etc., in the same shop) 
lay at the basis of a movement (later to be examined) known as 
syndicalism. But insofar as Blanc would have the democratic 
state put its financial power behind the business of production, 
it was only one more step to make the public authority directly 
operate industry. 

Little by little these earlier socialists were building up the 
philosophy or creed now known as “socialism.” Socialism signifies 
the conduct of all the processes of production and distribution by 
society itself organized on a democratic basis. It would abolish all 
private capital and all private ownership of land. There would 
theoretically be an end of all exploitation of man by man, since 
every man would be a wage-earner and thus a member of the 
proletariat. It does not necessarily mean the elimination of all 
private property or the leveling of all individuals to the same wage, 
though some socialists have advanced these propositions. Gen¬ 
erally speaking, it recognizes differences in capacity and would 
reward then accordingly, but it places the main emphasis upon 
service. “Genius,” said Louis Blanc, “shall assert its legitimate 
empire not by the amount of tribute which it shall levy on society 
but by the greatness of the services it will render.” 

As an agitator Louis Blanc had much to do with bringing about (9j) Attempt 
the Revolution of 1848. His work, The History of Ten Years ) was revolution 
a scathing indictment of the July Monarchy, while his principle of 
the “right to work”—the right of everyone to expect the State to 
guarantee him employment—became a watchword of the prole¬ 
tariat of France. In the Revolution of 1830, which overthrew the 
restored Bourbon regime, the Paris workers had actually furnished 
the violence that had made the revolution possible. But in the 
eyes of the bourgeoisie, who quickly got control of the movement, 
they were something like a “jack-in-the-box,” produced to scare 
the Bourbons out of power, but to be put out of sight as soon as the 
crisis was over. Indeed the July Monarchy came to be the govern¬ 
ment of the richer bourgeoisie, and from such a regime, operating 
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as it did on the principle of laissez-faire, no amelioration of working- 
class conditions could be expected. It is true that the situation of 
the workers was not so bad as in England, and French scholars 
affirm that it was rather less terrible in France than it had been 
before the French Revolution. But the normal working day was 
fifteen hours; wages had failed to keep up with prices; and there 
were the familiar evils of congestion and unsanitary quarters. In 
September, 1830, there was some rioting in Paris and destruction 
of machinery; but it was in the silk mills of Lyons that conditions 
were probably worst. There men toiled for eighteen hours (some 
for as little as a sou an hour), and it is not to be wondered that they 
were driven by desperation to methods of violence. In 1831 efforts 
of the prefect to bring about a rise in wages foundered on the 
opposition of the manufacturers who were suffering from the de¬ 
pression which had followed the Revolution of 1830 as well as 
from foreign competition. When the government intervened 
to reprimand the prefect, a serious riot broke out, which was 
quelled with much difficulty and bloodshed. Three years 
later an attempt to reduce wages in the silk industry led to a 
general strike, which forced the manufacturers to recede; but 
many of the workers, infected by socialist doctrines, attempted a 
revolution with the slogan, “Live working or die fighting,” and 
many of them did die; but the movement (more formidable than 
that of 1831) was savagely repressed. In general (for these strikes 
were only the most conspicuous among a great many at this time) 
manufacturers were able to break the force of resistance by utiliz¬ 
ing more labor-saving devices. Yet class consciousness among the 
proletariat was certainly becoming aroused (in Paris and Lyons 
the workers were forming political organizations), and when Blanc 
talked as though the workers had some rights that society itself 
should recognize, there was inspiration enough to gather together 
the rudiments of a party, which was prepared, indeed, to assert 
itself if ever the time came. In 1848 at last struck the hour of 
revolution. We have elsewhere mentioned the overthrow of the 
July Monarchy. An economic crisis, which had thrown large num¬ 
bers of men out of employment while it raised the cost of living to a 
prodigious height, roused a section of the working class of Paris 
(led, it appears by printers’ employees and certain intellectuals) 
to join with some of the middle class in ending the July Monarchy, 
and it was hardly strange if they remembered Blanc’s doctrine of 
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the “right to work.” True, when it came to giving shape to the 
new regime, it was an element of the bourgeoisie that took com¬ 
mand. But the socialists were not so easily put aside. They de¬ 
manded and received representation in the provisional govern¬ 
ment. In contradistinction to the moderates, like Lamartine, who 
wished to regard the existing regime as provisional until France 
had definitely spoken through an assembly, the socialists wanted 
to commit the nation at once to a socialist republic. 

It was now that Blanc's opportunity seemed to have come. He 
was a member of the provisional government, and it was recog¬ 
nized that he had the masses behind him. Though it is true that 
he was unable to persuade his colleagues to set up a ministry of 
labor, he was for the time being mollified by the creation of a com¬ 
mission to study social questions and to make recommendations. 
This commission, which swelled in numbers until it was really an 
assembly, was composed for the most part of socialists, and pro¬ 
ceeded to recommend certain reforms such as the eight-hour day 
and the minimum wage. As a labor parliament it took its duties 
very seriously and some of its proposals bore temporary fruit. 
Meanwhile national workshops had been opened, and throngs of 
the unemployed or underpaid gathered to reap the benefit of the 
new doctrine, the “right to work.” Was Blanc to realize his 
dream? 

No, it seems abundantly clear that the moderate element—these 
men of the middle class—had never proposed to allow any actual 
trend toward a socialist republic. They intended to provide work 
but only in order to keep the workers out of mischief and only so 
long as they might possibly prove dangerous. Instead of allowing 
Blanc to carry out his plan systematically, they provided essen¬ 
tially unproductive work such as digging up the streets. Blanc even 
believed that they were striving actually to wean away the workers 
from the cause which they had espoused. There is little doubt 
that the workshops as constituted were intended to discredit Blanc 
and socialism as well. “The real truth,” he wrote, “is that they 
were created for no other purpose than that of placing at the orders 
of the official adversaries of socialism an army, which, if necessary, 
they might oppose to it.” The fact that men received a franc a 
day even when there was no work (and there were soon more work¬ 
ers than work) had the natural result of weakening their energies. 
The additional fact that they were drawn from the industries to 
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which they were accustomed and set to work with a pick was 
especially absurd in Blanc’s eyes; and it is no wonder that he 
called the national workshops a “rabble of paupers” and a “pre¬ 
mium upon idleness.” His well-reasoned plans had sunk to a policy 
of dissipating the public funds as a matter of political tactics. 

But, in any event, the innate weakness of the socialist move¬ 
ment was that it did not represent France. When the government 
found it necessary to raise taxes and when it became clear that the 
number of unemployed was increasing, due to the industrial de¬ 
pression which had followed the Revolution, it was too much to 
expect the people of the provinces to approve a system which 
meant the squandering of their money in public doles. Since 
universal suffrage had been declared, the nation had its weapon. 
Though the socialists had managed to have the elections to the 
Constituent Assembly postponed for some weeks, the final results 
of the balloting were no less eloquent of public sentiment. By an 
overwhelming vote France repudiated socialism. Blanc, in order 
to save something from the wreck, insisted that he did not propose 
that the State should confiscate all industries but that it “should 
intervene between the weak and the strong to protect the weak”— 
a fair enunciation of the idea of the “social state,” which we shall 
see adopted by the capitalists themselves. But he and his party 
knew that they were fast losing ground, and some popular demon¬ 
strations did not help them. Finally the government felt sufficiently 
encouraged to take the offensive. The labor parliament perished; 
the national workshops were closed. Driven to despair, the social¬ 
ists precipitated some bloody street riots in Paris—the famous 
“June Days”—which were sternly repressed. The idea of a social¬ 
ist republic was plainly a chimera. 

Thus insurrection had failed as a weapon of the proletariat. It 
was tried again in 1871 during the dark days of the Franco-Prus- 
sian War when the famous “Commune” occurred—an insurrec¬ 
tion in which socialism reared its head again, but which failed even 
more disastrously than the movement which had been inspired by 
Louis Blanc. The idea of creating a new order by violence seemed 
futile.^ Socialism, availing itself of universal suffrage, was soon to 
enter politics, and the proletariat in France was to resort only to 
the violence that became associated with syndicalism—which was 
not insurrection* Yet the Revolution of 1848 had undoubtedly 
contributed to the awakening of the proletariat. Of even greater 
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significance were the personality and teachings of a new leader, 

Karl Marx. 

Karl Marx and a World Creed for the Proletariat 

Karl Marx was a German Jew whose parents had been converted Character 
to the Christian religion. He studied law at two German univer- 
sities but found that his tastes lay rather in philosophy and history, 
and he gleaned much inspiration from the German philosopher, 

Hegel, who conceived of history as a struggle between opposing 
elements leading to constant change Debarred from holding a 
professorship because his advanced ideas incurred the suspicion 
of the Prussian government, he launched into a career as a jour¬ 
nalist. Marx was a born agitator, and when by reading and reflec¬ 
tion he had converted himself to socialism, he consecrated himself 
to the service of the proletariat. Since his editorial career had 
been shipwrecked on the government’s dislike of his views (for 
caution was not in his make-up), and since he felt that he must 
know more of the social philosophy of his time, he resolved to 
go to Paris to study socialism at its source. It was the natural 
impulse of a scholar. Marx was a profound thinker, though not of 
the cloistered type; he was essentially a man of action. Dogmatic, 
overbearing, sometimes bitterly unjust, he nevertheless enjoyed 
immense respect and often devotion from his followers, who looked 
upon him as one inspired. Though irrascible at times (often due, no 
doubt, to poverty and overwork), he was naturally kind-hearted 
and affectionate, patient under a life of extraordinary hardship, 
and unswerving in his devotion to his ideals. Once when his pov¬ 
erty was extreme he was given an opportunity of bettering his 
fortunes by editing a journal that demanded conservative views, 
but self-respect would never allow him to bargain with his prin¬ 
ciples. 

It was when Marx went to Paris in 1843 that he began his long Assumption 
and fruitful exile. There he met the French socialists and no doubt ° 0 f l ^ er8hip 
both gave and received much useful inspiration. 1 Expelled from proletariat 
France by the action of the government at the instance of Prussia, 
he then went to Brussels, where with the aid of a friend of similar 
views, Friedrich Engels, he helped to promote the Communist 

1 Dr. Shad well attributes to one of the early French socialists, Pierre Leroux, 

Marx’s division of society into bourgeoisie and proletariat, though Leroux had not 
gone sO far as to preach class war. 
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League, made up largely of English socialists, to work by voice 
and pen for the overthrow of capitalism. In London in 1847 he 
produced in collaboration with Engels his famous work, The 
Communist Manifesto , which has been called “both a firebrand 
and a formulary.” This work, as an eminent scholar, Harold 
Laski, has pointed out, “gave direction and philosophy to what 
had been before little more than an inchoate protest against injus¬ 
tice ... It destroyed at a stroke both the belief that socialism 
could triumph without long preparation, and the hope that any 
form of economic organization was possible save that which was 
implicit in the facts of the time.” It has often been pointed out 
that Marx’s ideas were not original, but at least he presented a 
synthesis of various and sundry views which, taken together, 
might form a platform for the proletariat. The Communist Mani¬ 
festo was his own exposition of socialism as well as an exhortation 
to all workers throughout the world to enroll under its banner. 
He preferred the term, “communist” to “socialist,” since the 
Utopians had called themselves “socialists,” and Marx had a 
different scheme in mind for the proletariat. In 1867 his more 
famous work, Capital, appeared—a scathing indictment of the 
economic order, but a rather ponderous work, which had less 
immediate influence than The Communist Manifesto . Marx spent 
most of the remainder of his life in London where he passed his 
time in study and writing until his death in 1883. 

The importance of Marx lies not so much in his theories as in 
his inspiration. Many of his ideas are now considered to be un¬ 
tenable. His doctrine of surplus value, according to which the true 
value of a commodity, is measured by the amount and character of 
labor expended on it and the amount of labor over and above what 
was actually paid for in the form of wages was that “surplus value” 
representing exploitation by the capitalist, quite ignores the fact 
that commodities being of unlike utility (and the market demand 
must settle that point), labor cannot be the sole standard of value. 
His materialistic conception of history, according to which all 
changes have proceeded from economic causes, is also to be ques¬ 
tioned, for, though the economic factors in history had certainly 
been insufficiently appreciated, man is too much a victim of his 
emotions to be actuated by only practical considerations. Finally, 
Marx was a faulty prophet in that he predicted that the rich 
would become richer and the poor, poorer, until the gulf would 
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become so wide that the very few wealthy capitalists at the top of 
the social structure would no longer be able to stand against the 
pressure of the multitude, and then would emerge quite naturally 
a proletarian world. It is obvious that the proletariat has not 
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become progressively impoverished, and that while concentration 
of wealth in a few hands has been a steady tendency, the small 
shop-keeper has still hung on with amazing vigor and, as far as the 
peasantry is concerned, the whole trend in most countries has been 
toward landownership. Marx himself admitted that the peasantry 
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was a tough problem, for their sturdy individualism has usually 
been harder to bend in the direction of socialism than even the 
benighted middle class itself. 

But insofar as Marx predicted socialism as inevitable, he gave 
the proletariat something to hope for—a goal which it must ever 
keep in sight. Not that he felt that ma.i should wait patiently for 
what this realistic fatalism ordained. The end should be hastened 
by proletarian effort. In contrast to the easy optimism of the 
Utopians Marx was almost a pessimist, for he believed that man 
would only gradually become regenerated. Unlike the Utopians 
also, he believed that the working class must win its own redemp¬ 
tion. To arrive at better conditions, to reach the various mile¬ 
stones on the road to socialism, the workers must wage an unending 
conflict. This doctrine of the olass struggle—a struggle which he 
traoed through all history—was the feature of Marx's teachings 
that has most influenced his followers. It is the truer side of the 
practical or “scientific” socialism which he claimed to teach. 

But Marx not only furnished the proletariat with inspiration 
and a working creed. He made socialism an international move¬ 
ment. “Workingmen of all countries, unite!" he had exclaimed in 
The Communist Manifesto. “The proletarians have nothing to lose 
but their chains, and a world to gain.” True to his own conception 
of socialism as a class movement, having no regard for national 
lines, Marx became the guiding spirit of that organization known 
as the “International,” formally inaugurated in 1804. Congresses 
were to be held from time to time, to which workers of all nations 
were to send representatives, and which should review the position 
of the proletariat and formulate platforms of reform. For various 
reasons the International met with no lasting success. A group of 
extreme individualists, known as anarchists, who wanted no 
authority in political or social affairs, created much discord until, 
discountenanced by Marx, they seceded from the organisation. 
Then the English workers were much more Interested in trade- 
unionism as a weapon than in a movement looking toward revolu¬ 
tion. We know, too, that Marx was not always just in his estimate 
of men, and, always inclined to be dogmatic, he lacked the supple¬ 
ness of a skillful political leader. Finally, national lines were still 
too sharp to be bridged by an international movement. French and 
German socialists were arrayed against each other in the Franco- 
Prussian War, and it became also increasingly difficult for workers 
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in different countries to agree on program and methods. Marx 
himself had failed to foresee the tremendous power of revivified 
nationalism, which had the effect of sharpening national, in con¬ 
tradistinction to class, lines, and herding the workers themselves 
under its banner. Nevertheless, the idea that the proletariat 
belongs to a world movement and thereby subscribes to a uniform 
creed gained undoubtedly some momentum through the career of 
the International. The revival of the institution in 1889, 1 though 
in a limited form, attested to the strength of the idea. 

It was on the question of how to interpret the class struggle that 
socialists have been divided ever since. Marx did not altogether 
eschew methods of violence; in The Communist Manifesto he (or 
Engels) wrote of a “forceable overthrow of all existing social con¬ 
ditions ”; and once, toward the close of his life, he .seemed to favor 
the “dictatorship of the proletariat.” 2 Yet where practicable Marx 
seems to have preferred more peaceful methods, such as obtaining 
social reforms through parliamentary action. It was because he 
had satisfied himself after the mid-century upheaval that revolu¬ 
tion as a weapon was premature that he had broken with the Com¬ 
munist League. Many wars must be fought, he admitted, and 
many changes occur before the proletariat was fitted for domina¬ 
tion. Pressure in parliament upon the bourgeoisie might, indeed, 
have been construed as a mild form of the “class war.” Late in 
life his friend, Engels, acknowledged that he and Marx had ex¬ 
pected the “revolution” to come much sooner than it was likely 
to occur. “The fighting methods of 1848 are today [1895] obsolete 
in every respect.” The prodigious development of capitalism since 
then had shown, he felt, its great expansive capacity, and he 
believed that the proletariat should place its main reliance on 
political action. It was in following such a view that socialism be¬ 
came a force in European politics. 

It is, indeed, an evidence of the influence of Marx that socialist A divided 
parties were rapidly formed in several countries, for now the work- f° llowing 
ers knew that their movement was their own. Yet it soon became 
apparent that socialists could differ even violently on precepts and 
methods. The chief cleavage was usually one of method. There 

1 This has been called the Second International. 

* In 1875 Marx went so far as to assert that it might be necessary for the pro¬ 
letariat to seise power in order to effect the transition from capitalism to socialism. 

He had alao defended the Commune, but it is also important to remember that he 
tried to prevent it. 
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were the moderates (sometimes called the “revisionists” be¬ 
cause they dissented from some of Marx's opinions) who, in 
view of the fact that the inevitable goal was evidently very remote, 
emphasized the need of working for present reforms. This element 
was quite ready to work with the middle class and secure whatever 
compromises it could. It also regarded democracy as an absolute 
prerequisite to socialism. As opposed to these opportunists, how¬ 
ever, there were various groups who tool; the class war more 
seriously and who were anxious to hasten by violence the dictator¬ 
ship of the proletariat, no matter how smal 1 its numbers. In 
France the syndicalists were anxious by strikes, particularly a 
general strike, to force the existing order to capitulate. In Germany 
the revolutionary element was too German to be very violent in 
its methods, but in Russia there were forces which ultimately pro¬ 
duced a social revolution and a type of social order of which Marx 
would probably have approved. 

It was long before socialism came to exert an influence in politics 
or to lead the workers to class war that a measure of relief came 
to the proletariat—at least in England. This relief came, indeed, 
rather from above than from below. And it involved a changing 
conception of the State. 

The Emergence of the Social State 

The democratic or liberal state, coming to mean as it did Rous¬ 
seau's rule of the majority, and usually in the interest of that 
majority, was no solution for the wrongs of a class which consti¬ 
tuted the minority; and in the first half of the nineteenth century 
it was not even democratic to that extent. Moreover, the analogue 
of democracy in the economic world, the principle of laissez-faire, 
placed the working class at the mercy of the few who controlled 
business and who protected their own interests through govern¬ 
ments and parliaments. Nevertheless scholars had begun to 
wonder if the boasted theory of laissez-faire had not some practical 
limitations. Gradually in England a public opinion came to be 
roused against the evils of the factory system. The act of 1802 
had been, as we have seen, a deliberate action on the part of the 
State to challenge the brutal ascendancy of laissez-faire. This 
hopeful experiment, suspended during the second war with Na¬ 
poleon, was revived immediately afterward, and in 1816 a parlia¬ 
mentary committee investigated the conditions of child labor. The 
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result was the prohibition (in 1819) of the employment of children 
below nine in the cotton mills and the limiting of the employment 
of children between nine and sixteen to twelve hours a day. It 
was only a question of time when this salutary reform would be 
extended to other industries. 

No doubt the publicity given the committee’s report had some¬ 
thing to do with creating a public opinion sympathetic with the 
working class. It cannot be said that trade-uiionism had much to 
do with provoking these concessions The humanity of certain 
Englishmen had been touched when they learned of the real facts, 
and though there was opposition from many of the factory owners, 1 
the unremitting zeal of a young nobleman, Lord Ashley, after¬ 
wards Earl of Shaftesbury, was gradually able to wear down all 
resistance. Perhaps also the philosophy of Bentham, who had long 
ago stressed the greatest happiness of the greatest number, and of 
John Stuart Mill, who denounced the idea of laissez-faire as 
holding the capital wealth of a country more important than its 
just distribution had something to do with the success of these 
reformers. Then, too, the movement to abolish slavery in the 
colonies had led to the repeated assertion that there was a slavery 
in the mills and factories of England far worse than anything in the 
colonies. Little by little the hours of child workers were further 
reduced and the minimum age still further raised. Of special im¬ 
portance, moreover, was the appointment of government inspec¬ 
tors (by the Factory Act of 1833) which for the first time made 
factory reform really effective. Later the range of this protective 
legislation was made to include the mines, the employment of 
women and children underground being strictly prohibited by 
parliament in 1842. In the meantime, not only were factory owners 
compelled to take reasonable precautions against accidents to their 
workmen and provide more sanitary conditions in their factories 2 
but some provision was also made for the education of working 
children. In 1847 after a long struggle the ten-hour day for the 
textile mills was adopted for all women and “young persons.” 
Though adult men were not brought under the benefits of this 

1 Some of the factory-owners, however, were so anxious to obtain entree into the 
best society that they were moved to end the scandal of having factories where 
humanity was so degraded. 

2 The importance of the establishment of a board of health in 1842 and the sub¬ 
sequent adoption of a drainage system (product of sanitary engineering) had a great 
deal to do with safeguarding the health of the factory workers. For the first time 
it became possible to live in crowded cities without jeopardising one’s health. 
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act, the effect was practically to standardize the English working 
day. 

We have, in fact, the emergence of what may be called, for lack 
of a better term, the “social state.” 1 England, where conditions 
had been worst, was now well on the road toward an enlightened 
attitude toward social problems and setting an example to other 
countries. The peculiar nature of the existing economic order 
required the direct interference of the Slate for the better protec¬ 
tion of the working class. Partly it was a matter of social justice. 
Partly and perhaps mainly it was a recognition, bom of fear, that 
the proletariat, already resorting to agitation, was beginning to 
become aware of its inherent power. 2 But partly also it proceeded 
from the practical view that the proper safeguarding of the working 
capacity of the workers would redound to the advantage of society 
as a whole. In a sense it was a reversion to the seventeenth century 
system of an authoritative state actively functioning in economic 
affairs. But the end was now more social than economic in that 
the State deliberately reached down to the masses. 

Yet one must guard against the impression that laissez-faire 
was at an end, or that the social state was more than in its vague 
beginnings, even in England, during the greater part of the century. 
On the Continent, where industrialization proceeded at a slower 
pace, it was not till long after the middle of the century that social 
reforms were definitely inaugurated. But under Bismarck, as we 
shall see, the social state emerged in clear relief, and came to win 
in Europe general acceptance. Such measures by no means realized 
all the ideals of the proletariat. But the new policy of the State, 
controlled as it was by the landed or capitalistic elements, repre¬ 
sented a new and interesting concession to the claims of that class 
which had borne the brunt of the Industrial Revolution. In a sense 
the nineteenth century is a long and painful period of adjustment, 
and the process has not yet arrived at anything like completion. 
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taste of revolution during 1848. 
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XIII. THE GREAT NATIONALIST UPHEAVAL 
THE REMAKING OF CENTRAL EUROPE 

1. NAPOLEON III AND THE PRINCIPLE OF NATIONALITY 

A. Character and Organization op the Second Empire 

Character and position of Napoleon III; Genoral character of the empire; 
Internal aspects of the emp : re: (I; political, (2) economic and Hocial; Ex¬ 
ternal aspects of the empire. 

R. The Crimean War and the Making or Roumania 

Genesis of the war; Coursj of the war; The Treaty of Paris and the zenith 
of the Second Empire; Tmc Treaty of Paris and Rouman nationalism; 
Crisis of 1857; Triumph of Rouman nationalism; Reorganization of ‘'Rou- 
mania”; Later triumphs of nationalism in the Balkans—the Treaty of 
Berlin. 


2. THE MAKING OF A NEW ITALY 

A. Preliminaries and Preparations—The Leadership of Sardinia 

Italy in decay and disruption; Influence of the French Revolution and 
Napoleon; Agencies of revolution—the work of Mazzini; Uprising of 1848 
and its failure; Hegemony of Sardinia. 

B. Cavour and the Leadership of Sardinia 

Cavour’s qualifications and leadership; Preparatory phase of Cavour’s 
policy: (1) internal, (2) external. 

C. Cavour and the Intervention of Napoleon III— The War of In¬ 

dependence 

Question of French aid; The Pact of Plombifcres; Tho War of Independ¬ 
ence; Napoleon’s defection. 

D. The Italian Revolution and the Consummation of Italian Unity 

Italy in revolution; Cession of Savoy and Nice and winning of central 
Italy; Conquest of the Two Sicilies; The Roman crisis and the conquest of 
central Italy; Popular aspect of Italian unity; Establishment of the kingdom 
of Italy; Completion of Italian unity; Comparison of the movements in Italy 
and Germany. 

3. THE MAKING OF A NEW GERMANY 

A. Preliminaries—The Question of Prussia’s Leadership 

Rise of German nationalism in the War of Liberation; The economic 
factor—the Zoilverein; Moral factors—growth of democracy and national¬ 
ism and the episode of the Frankfort Parliament; Question of Prussia’s 
fitness for leadership: (1) moral, (2) material. 
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B. Bismarck and Prussia’s Leadership—The Preparatory Phase op His 

Policy 

Qualifications and methods of Bismarck; Bismarck’s fundamental policy; 
Sharpening of his weapon. 

C. Bismarck va. Austria—The Seven Weeks’ War 

The Schleswig-Holstein question and the war with Denmark; Bismarck’s 
preparations for war: (1) the sounding of Napoleon, (2) the allianco with 
Italy, (3) the question of a casus belli; The Seven Weeks’ War; Bismarck’s 
moderation and its causes; Results of the war- -the North German Confed¬ 
eration, The duping of France and the conciliation of the south German 
states. 

D. Bismarck vs. France—The Franco-Prussian War and the Completion 

of German Unity 

Causes of the Franco-Prussian War: (1) the psychology of the Second 
Empire, (2) Bismarck’s policy—the Hohenzollern intrigue; France's un¬ 
readiness for war; The Franco-Prussian War; Results of the war—the 
establishment of the German Empire. 

4. THE MAKING OF AUSTRIA-HUNGARY 

A. The Evolution of the Dual Monarchy 

R61e of Do&k; Austria’* change of heart; Rise of dualism. 

B. The Organization of the Dual Monarchy 

Character of the Ausglcich; Effects of the Ausgleich. 


In the struggle against the influence of the French Revolution 
the old order had been losing gradually but steadily. The prin¬ 
ciple of equality had gained ground when feudalism perished in 
Austria. Liberty and fraternity (or nationalism) had, it is true, 
made but few strides, but the proof of their strength had lain in 
the extent and intensity of the struggle in central Europe before 
the old .order had managed to regain its footing. And it was now 
after the middle of the century that some new factors were begin¬ 
ning to appear. The middle class was at last becoming a force in 
central Europe, and some extraordinarily gifted men emerged to 
lead the elements of progress. It was these geniuses who were to 
bring Italians, Germans, and Magyars across a “red” sea to the 
promised land. In this drama of regeneration the Second Empire 
was curiously destined to play a part, and we may as well begin our 
story by an inspection of its position. 

Napoleon III and the Principle op Nationality 

Louis Napoleon Bonaparte, otherwise known as Napoleon III, 
emperor of the French, is a man to whom both history and his- 
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torians have done scant justice. History pitted him against the Character 
greatest diplomatist of his day, the redoubtable Bismarck, at a ofganiia* 
time when his physical health was failing and when his position at 
home was passing through a process of transformation. Historians Empire 
have rather too easily allowed themselves to be influenced by the 
detractions of some of his contemporaries and the fact of his final Character 
failure. The statement that “he was a man of one idea, and that 
when this was accomplished, he was without one” is a delicious 111 
epigram, but unfortuuately not true. Nape leon had, of course, 
believed with absolute conviction that he would one day be 
emperor of the French, and he had worked unswervingly toward 
that one end. But he had plenty of ideas to execute as emperor— 
perhaps too many rather than too few—and it is certainly not 
generally believed that his striking achievements are chiefly at¬ 
tributable to any of his ministers. He was a strong personality, 
and both his services and his mistakes were his own. 

Napoleon III was not, it is true, a man of exceptional ability. 

He lacked the foresight that would have saved him from some of 
his blunders, and he lacked the insight that would have enabled 
him to discern the merits and failings of others. He was also ex¬ 
ceedingly reserved-—a quality that gave the impression that he was 
fundamentally tricky—and he was somewhat irresolute for the 
reason, perhaps, that he was wont to view a problem from all sides. 

But he was a man of imagination and of an inborn generosity, 
which made him desirous of benefiting his people quite apart from 
the political expediency of so doing. He was magnanimous and not 
naturally vindictive. He was like Napoleon I in wishing to attract 
to his service all elements in the population. His courage was 
shown by his visit to the sick during a scourge of cholera, and by 
pursuing an unpopular object when he felt it to be wise. In his 
rise to power he had shown himself a dexterous politician, and he 
often displayed this quality in his diplomacy. But on attaining 
power, he sometimes misconceived his own strength, and he lacked 
that flashy brilliance, which to the French is more important in a 
leader than more sane and solid attainments. Indeed, in spite of 
his clever tactics, he had owed his rise not to himself so much as to 
his name. He was the product of circumstance, and he was never 
able to outgrow its grim exactions. He was somewhat like a man 
who has committed a crime which he is never able to live down. 

In short, his youthful dreams, his long exile, his patient and 
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Sometimes ill-starred efforts to attain to power, and his main 
reliance on the heritage from his uncle had made him something of 
an adventurer; and something of an adventurer he always was. 
And for that reason he was too prone to gamble when the stakes 
were too high and the odds were heavily against him. He was too 
much, sometimes, the victim of his own imagination. 

In fact, the Second Empire was itself an adventure. It was an 
attempt to revive benevolent despotism on a Napoleonic pattern, 
an attempt to impress the world—and especially France herself— 
with Napoleonic triumphs. The Second Empire would never have 
arisen but for the fact that the French people wished—or thought 
they wished—a repetition of the past. They had tried two brands 
of monarchy which had failed. They had tried a republic which 
had only meant squabbling and vacillation. They wanted above 
all else to see the national prestige rehabilitated. They wanted 
that glory of which they had been cheated under Louis Philippe. 
With rather impolitic candor the Emperor told a British ambassa¬ 
dor that he knew that the instincts of France were military and 
domineering and that he was resolved to gratify them. He believed 
that he covered the wishes of the French people when he had said 
in 1849: “The name, Napoleon, is a complete program in itself; 
it stands for order, authority, religion, the welfare of the people 
within; without for national dignity.” Yet lest some suppose that 
he meant to wage a series of wars (for no one wished to repeat the 
exhaustion of France in 1814), he declared when he became emperor 
that the Empire did not mean war—“The Empire is peace!”: 
there were economic conquests to be gained, and the French were 
to be his soldiers for that purpose—soldiers, we may add, under a 
new captain of industry. It was perhaps a wise assurance, and it 
was also a clever appeal to the desire for material gain, so con¬ 
spicuous in his day; but obviously Napoleon could never prevent 
the Empire from meaning war. If the French were willing once 
more to put their liberties in their pocket, he must justify the power 
be had usurped in the only way that he could do it. He must give 
them glory. By instinct a man of peace, and not a soldier like his 
celebrated uncle—he must nevertheless wage war. In a sense the 
Second Empire was a tragic historical paradox. 

The Second Empire, then, was largely to be a replica of the First, 
and would be measured by that standard. Such was its greatest 
strength and also its greatest weakness. 
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The organization of the Empire was somewhat patterned after internal 
that of the Consulate, to which the Emperor specifically referred. the e Em$re: 
Ministers were appointed by the emperor and responsible only to W vobticol 
him. The laws were made by a council of state, also appointed by 
the emperor, and then subject to approval or rejection by a legis¬ 
lature elected by universal suffrage. But since the suffrage was 
carefully manipulated so as to insure a government majority; 
since laws could only be passed or rejected, xnd even the budget 
could be voted only en bloc; and since no publicity was allowed 
debates, such a legislature was singularly ineffective and never 
could become a focus for public opinion. There was a strict super¬ 
vision of the press and careful restrictions upon public meeting. 

Worse than that, there was a T *ery active secret police, which made 
a deadening atmosphere for all liberal tendencies; while the con¬ 
trol of education was handed over to the Church. A writer has 
well said, that “he [Napoleon] paralyzed all those active national 
forces which tend to create the public spirit of a people, such as 
parliament, universal suffrage, the press, education, and associa¬ 
tions.” Napoleon III rested his position on public sentiment, but 
he did not wish it to be voluble. And in the period in which he 
lived one cannot say that experience should have taught him any 
differently. Whether it is true that he seriously intended, as he had 
promised, and as he professed to believe had been the intention of 
Napoleon I, to “crown despotism with liberty” as soon as the 
French were ready for the change, is not susceptible to proof. The 
fact that he eventually tried to do this does not prove or disprove 
his sincerity. 

The Emperor, being a benevolent despot, was not the head of a ($) 
faction like the other sovereigns who had ruled since 1814. His and'aodal 
concern was the material welfare of all classes by making the 
State the promoter (though not the regulator) of the 'nation’s 
economic life; and he gave France an unrivaled period of prosper¬ 
ity. In this respect his policy was calculated to please the middle 
class. The railway mileage increased almost fivefold; steamer lines 
stretched out to different quarters of the globe; and trade was 
further promoted by allowing colonial products to be imported in 
foreign ships. One of the greatest contributions of the Second 
Empire was the Cridit fonder , a national mortgage bank, at first 
subsidized by the State, which loaned money to peasants on the 
security of their land; and the steady inflow of capital into agricul- 
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ture was naturally of the highest importance in an agricultural 
country. Having genuinely sympathized with the workingman 
during the days when he strove for power, Napoleon naturally 
gave him thought when he became emperor, though it must be 
confessed that he was more a believer in laissez-faire than of the 
principle of the “social state.” He did something to improve the 
living conditions of the working class, and his policy of construct¬ 
ing boulevards in Paris as well as other public works gave employ¬ 
ment to many thousands, but the bad conditions in the factories 
were hardly lessened, and though late in the reign the Emperor 
took a tolerant attitude toward unions, the change was probably 
the result of political expediency. Napoleon seems rather to have 
tried to benefit the country in the large. Being a convinced free¬ 
trader, he carried through a reciprocity treat} with Great Britain, 
which, while superficially harmful to French manufactures by 
allowing the competition of British goods, actually made it easier 
for raw materials to come in, and lowered the cost of living for the 
consumer. This so-called Cobden Treaty (1860) was the model of 
later agreements with other powers, and showed a sort of trend 
toward “economic internationalism”—until the making of new 
nations in central Europe led eventually to a mercantilistic reac¬ 
tion. Under the stimulus of the government and secure against the 
danger of political turmoil, capitalism developed many large 
industrial enterprises, and there is an element of daring in the bus¬ 
iness life of the Second Empire (sometimes conducive to specula¬ 
tion of the grosser sort) that has never been witnessed in France 
before or since. 

In close touch with bankers and industrial magnates, Napoleon 
was always on the lookout for commercial opportunities, and one 
of the greatest achievements of his reign was the digging of the 
Suez Canal—a project successfully carried out by a French en¬ 
gineer, Ferdinand de Lesseps and backed by the Emperor in the 
teeth of British opposition. Being a Bonaparte, he was naturally an 
imperialist. He extended France’s colonial holdings, joined Great 
Britain in a war with China to get better protection for merchants, 
intervened to protect Christians in northern Syria (the result was 
the granting of some special privileges to the Christians of the 
Lebanon), and he tried, though without success, to get a foothold 
in the new world—the fatal Mexican expedition, which we shall 
later discuss more fully. There is little doubt but that he made 
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France for a time the most distinguished power in Europe. In 
short, the Second Empire was a very active regime, not always suc¬ 
cessful, but very often so, and chiefly important for its economic 
achievements and for its deliberate promotion of nationalism in 
Europe. 

Napoleon III was one of the first statesmen of his time to believe 
thoroughly in the principle of nationality. “The great fault com¬ 
mitted by the Congress of Vienna,” he said in 1856, “was that the 
interests of the sovereigns were consulted, while the interests of 
their subjects were only neglected.” As the legatee of Napoleonic 
traditions, he longed tc see the complete collapse of the Vienna 
Settlement (of course, his ver> posh ion on *he French throne was 
a defiance of the arrangements of 1815), and he liked to imagine 
a Europe divided into spates on a basis of nationality. Such was 
the Europe that somehow he hoped to fashion—a feat so tremen¬ 
dous that it would have been worthy of Napoleon I himself. Mean¬ 
while the chance to win prestige for his dynasty and himself, the 
chance to rehabilitate France and gratify the national vanity was 
afforded by a crisis in the Near East. 

It is doubtful if there was ever a more unnecessary war than the 
Crimean War, and the dreadful sufferings from cold and cholera 
which added to its horrors are a commentary on the lightness with 
which diplomats play with crises. A petty quarrel between Russia 
and Turkey over the question of guarding some sanctuaries in 
Palestine was settled after much bickering, and recent research 
has shown that Great Britain had already discussed with Russia 
an eventual partition of the Ottoman Empire. Hence Russia's 
aggressive policy, while a cause of the war, was not an inevitable 
cause; and even after Nicholas had made some peremptory de¬ 
mands—especially the acknowledgment of a protectorship over 
the Christians of the Ottoman Empire—Great Britain, France, and 
Austria managed to persuade him to recede, and it only required 
Turkish adhesion to a quite innocuous basis for negotiation to dis¬ 
pel completely the clouds of war—that is, provided the Czar kept 
his temper. But the Porte unexpectedly balked at the critical 
moment. That Turkey rejected the efforts of her friends seems to 
have been due to the British ambassador at Constantinople, 
Stratford Canning, who had a private grudge against Nicholas. 
The British government distrusted Canning and should have 
recalled him, but Palmerston, who had been originally responsible 
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for Canning's quarrel with the Czar, was a member of the ministry, 
and had sufficient influence to “prevent the preventing" of war. 
Russia thereupon occupied the Danubian Principalities, and 
Turkey promptly crossed the Danube and attacked the Russian 
army. Thus, in October, 1853, began the Crimean War. 

Yet, clear as it is that the war may be ascribed to the caprice of 
diplomats, it is undoubtedly true that Palmerston and Canning 
reflected the general sentiment in England, which was hostile to 
Russia not only because of rivalry in the Near East but also be¬ 
cause Nicholas seemed to ihe British the very quintessence of an 
outworn autocracy trying to hold the whole Continent in subjec¬ 
tion. It is an interesting example of the fact that public opinion 
Course of cannot be trusted to prevent a war. As for Napoleon, recent re- 

ihe vmr search has shown that he had not wanted war, but, that once 

Great Britain had decided upon strong measures, he decided to 
participate. It was, after all, a chance--and it seemed an easy 
chance—of winning the desired prestige for France. Later Sar¬ 
dinia joined—for reasons to be noted later. Austria was wob¬ 
bly. She could not well fight the power which had so recently saved 
her existence, but she wanted to have an influence over the out¬ 
come, and she ultimately threatened to come into the war if Rus¬ 
sia did not withdraw from the Principalities. When Russia did 
so, Austria promptly occupied them herself, promising to withdraw 
at the end of the war, but meanwhile trying to secure railway 
concessions that might ultimately mean economic conquest. Into 
the story of the campaigns we shall not enter. After a very hard 
struggle, mostly centering in the Black Sea about Sebastopol in the 
Crimea, Russia was beaten, and the Czar Alexander II, who had 
succeeded his father during the war, was anxious for peace. After 
some preliminary conditions had been accepted, a congress met at 
Paris to arrange the definitive treaty. 

The Treaty By the Treaty of Paris (1856) Russia was compelled to give up 
tL P Zhff that portion of Bessarabia she had taken in 1812 and to agree to the 
Empire™* n€utra ^ zat i° n of the Black Sea (which meant that no Russian 
fleets could be kept there), and to relinquish her protectorate over 
Serbia and the Danubian Principalities. It was for Russia a 
reverse that she would not be likely to stomach for long. For Na¬ 
poleon the war was heralded as a triumph. Though his commanders 
had not been very competent, the French soldiers had fought well, 
and his government's conduct of the war was at least not as bad 



THE GREAT NATIONALIST UPHEAVAL 


461 


as that of the British. The Congress had also met in his capital— 
another feather in the imperial eagle 1 And by bringing the war to 
an end more quickly than suited Palmerston he won the gratitude 
of the vanquished. The following year, after composing a quarrel 
with Great Britain over the Danubian Principalities, Napoleon 
and the Czar met at Stuttgart and agreed to pursue their eastern 
policies in common. Napoleon was now actually the friend of all 
the powers, and it seemed that in 1857 the Serond Empire was the 
pivot of European politics. Its position was essentially “Napole¬ 
onic.” 

All this seems very hollow—the familiar tale of diplomatic shuf¬ 
fling and “prestige.” But there was one progressive feature of the 
Treaty of Paris—in most respects a very stupid settlement. The 
people of Moldavia ana Wallachia, released from the Russian 
protectorate, were to be allowed to elect assemblies, or “divans,” 
as they were called, which should express their wishes as to the 
question of their reorganization. The plan was a compromise 
between the Austrian contention that they did not want to be 
united and the French insistence that they did. The Powers were 
not bound, however, to accept the sentiments of the Moldo- 
Wallachians; they would review the question at another conference 
to be called later. The important fact is that nationalism had 
acquired so much esteem—thanks largely to the influence of 
Napoleon III—that it was to be allowed now to express itself in a 
plebiscite, and thus was given a; certain standing in the public law 
of Europe. In the meantime it was understood that Turkey could 
not interfere with either Serbia or the Danubian Principalities 
without the concurrence of the Powers who had signed the Treaty 
of Paris. The protectorate which had formerly been wielded by 
Russia was now assumed by the Concert of Europe. 

The mass of the Moldo-Wallachians, being peasants, probably 
cared but little how they were governed so long as they were not 
too greatly exploited by their landlords—the class known as the 
boyards. But many of the boyards , together with the intellectuals 
and the citizens of the two capitals, had developed of late a genuine 
nationalism; and though they did not aspire to sever their tie 
with Turkey (the limited authority of the sultan may best be 
described as “suzerainty”), they clamored much for union and a 
foreign prince. Some of their leaders had hung on the outskirts 
of the Congress of Paris, and sought to evoke the sympathies of 
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France; and while they were told that a foreign prince was not now 
practicable, the question of union became an issue of the Congress, 
as we have noted. 

Crisis Unhappily, despite the treaty, the Powers were divided on this 

1 0 question. Great Britain had stood with France at the Congress of 
Paris, then changed her mind and disapproved of the idea, though 
she could not well discountenance the plebiscite that was to be 
held. Turkey, assisted by Austria, proceeded to pack the coming 
divans so as to insure a vot^ against union, and though France had 
been working hard through her consuls at Bucharest and Jassy to 
strengthen the unionist cause, she thereby provoked Great Britain, 
who now gave much covert encouragement to the Turks. Strat¬ 
ford, once more the evil genius of the Near East, had kept his 
government dark in regard to the frauds, hoping that the Austro- 
Turkish policy would succeed in the end; and the elections to the 
Moldavian divan did roll up a majority against union. But Na¬ 
poleon, who had long determined to help the Roumans despite the 
disapproval of his ambassadors, finally forced a crisis by demand¬ 
ing, on threat of a diplomatic rupture, that the Moldavian elec¬ 
tions should be annulled and that preparations be made for a fair 
and honest plebiscite. When the Porte, backed by Austria and 
Great Britain, rejected this demand, France severed all relations 
with the Porte, and Russia, Prussia, and Sardinia immediately 
followed suit. Thus in the summer of 1857 the Treaty of Paris was 
apparently quite stultified. The Rouman question had brought on 
an international crisis, and the Concert of Europe was split into 
two camps. 

Triumph But Napoleon felt that if he could reach Great Britain direct, 

MtiorSm the breach might be easily healed. He accordingly paid a hurried 
visit to England, and the result was the Pact of Osborne, by which 
it was apparently agreed (though the agreement was not in writing) 
that Napoleon should relinquish the idea of union (though this 
matter should be kept a secret l ) and new elections should be 
held in the Principalities. Superficially the Pact of Osborne was a 
compromise. But actually it was a reverse for Palmerston and a 
triumph for Napoleon; for the new elections resulted in an over¬ 
whelming victory for the unionists, and the effect of this demons- 

1 Napoleon did not want it to become known to his recent allies that he had 
seemingly reversed his position behind their backs. He was, himself, confident that 
new elections would result in divans favorable to union and that the Powers would 
eventually have to heed the moral strength of Rouman nationalism. 
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tration could not but strengthen the cause of nationalism, and 
insure its eventual triumph. When the Powers met in another 
conference in 1858 and decided, in the spirit of Osborne, to confirm 
the separation of the two provinces, only allowing them a few 
minor things in common, the Principalities replied (1859) by each 
electing the same person as hospodar, a Moldavian named Couza, 
who had shown himself a vigorous friend of union. It was a strik¬ 
ing retort of nationalism to an international protectorate that had 
tried to keep it in leading strings. 

France was, of course, delighted, and as Austria was being drawn 
into an Italian war, there was for Great Britain nothing to do but 
make the best of it. The Porte was therefore persuaded to accept 
this act of revolution. But this was only the beginning of complica¬ 
tions. Couza found that he could not govern with two legislatures 
and two ministries, especially as he was involved in constant 
friction with the boyards , who disliked him as a man of humbler 
extraction than themselves and also feared his liberal views. The 
Prince felt that he must strengthen his position, and this could 
only be done by the establishment of union—not simply personal 
union but the creation of one legislature, one ministry, one ad¬ 
ministration. To this end he presented his case to the suzerain 
power and directly appealed to Napoleon. And again Napoleon 
responded to his call; and after much negotiation with the Powers 
organic union was granted. But the boyards were less pleased. 

They had wanted union too, but they wanted Couza to proclaim 
it simply of his own accord, thinking in that way to discredit him 
with the Powers and precipitate his downfall. For Couza it had 
taken the most skillful maneuvering to hold them at bay while he 
brought the Powers around. In January, 1862 the first assembly 
met for the United Principalities. Officially it was not “Rou- 
mania,” but actually “Roumania” had been made. 

But Couza's difficulties were not over. The boyards were still Reorganize 
able to paralyze his government and it was only by evasions of 
the constitution that he was able to get the money to run the gov- 7mnm '' 
ernment. More and more to the forefront came the demand for a 
foreign prince, for Couza, though a forceful and enlightened man 
in many respects, was never able to make his government honest 
or efficient, and corruption, class interest, and political inexpe¬ 
rience were vices of long standing in the Principalities. Though the 
Prince, with French encouragement, was able in 1864 to make 
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himself a dictator with a constitution modeled on that of the 
Second Empire, and though he enacted some excellent reforms, 
which brought his country nearer to the level of a Western state, 
the boyards never ceased to conspire again him, and in February, 
1806, they were able to accomplish his overthrow. Now at last it 
seemed that the Moldo-Wallachians were to have their further 
wish—a foreign prince. 

It was another test of the efficacy of the Concert of Europe and 
of a protectorate which had thus far proved brittle at every 
thrust. A conference, called at Paris, proceeded solemnly to deal 
with the question, and lectured the Roumans soundly for wanting 
a foreign prince. Russia would have liked to break up the union. 
But Napoleon was again their friend, and with his connivance the 
Moldo-Wallachians chose a prince from a collateral branch of the 
house of Hohenzollern, (he dynasty that ruled at Berlin. With 
the secret approval of Prussia (for Bismarck wanted a Hohenzol¬ 
lern on the other side of Austria) the young Prince Charles accepted 
the offer and hurried to Bucharest to receive his crown. Six months 
later, after long negotiations, the Powers and the Porte duly 
recognized his position (1867). 

There is no doubt that Napoleon was chiefly responsible for the 
success of Rouman nationalism. Without his assistance the Rou¬ 
mans could hardly have withstood the combination of Turkey and 
Austria. He showed a similar sympathy with the Serbs, and when 
the Prince of Serbia, Michael Obrenovich, made up his mind to 
end the Turkish occupation (1867), it was France who most eagerly 
espoused his cause and enabled him to succeed. Some years after 
Napoleon's day the Porte lost even its right to tribute from the 
Roumans and the Serbs. In the Treaty of Berlin (1878) Roumania, 
Serbia, and Montenegro received the recognition of independence, 
and even most of the Bulgars, after some widely advertised mas¬ 
sacres by the Turks, secured a limited autonomy—all this after 
another Balkan upheaval, and chiefly due to Russia. But the 
pact which France and Russia had made in 1857 had soon foun¬ 
dered on Napoleon's avowed sympathy for the Poles. Here he was 
not successful; for he could not, of course, think of deliberately 
fighting Russia, and his remonstrance with the Czar's stern re¬ 
pression of the Poles brought him only a sharp rebuff. It was a 
case where Napoleon's idealism had badly clouded his judg¬ 
ment. 
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But the most famous of all his achievements in the cause of 
nationality was concerned with the making of Italy. 

The Making of a New Italy 

It was the fate of the Italian people after giving the World the 
Renaissance to sink into an apathy which leads us to forget them 
for nearly three centuries. The Counter-Reformation and foreign 
domination had seemed to crush out that lively spirit which had 
blossomed so freely in the individual; the dev( lopment of a modern 
state hardly seemed possible in a land in which the papacy occupied 
the central position; and the shifting of the commercial center 
from the Mediterranean towns to norther 1 ' and western Europe 
had left the Italian people a prey to slow decay. In truth there was 
no “Italian people,” but only various groups, under several govern¬ 
ments, speaking a variation of the same tongue; and only a few 
intellectuals looked back to a happier past. In 1815 there were 
seven political entities in Italy: Lombardy-Venetia under Austria, 
the kingdom of Sardinia (embracing Savoy, Piedmont, and the 
island of Sardinia) in the northwest corner, Tuscany and three 
little duchies, Parma, Modena, and Lucca 1 south of Lombardy, the 
Papal States further south and extending across the peninsula, 
and finally the kingdom of the Two Sicilies, comprising the 
southern end of the peninsula and the island of Sicily. Italy 
was, in Metternich's words, just a “geographical expression.” 

Yet Italy had awakened. She had been stirred from end to end 
by the French Revolution. At one time or another all the Italians 
had been given a taste of democratic principles, and feudalism, 
where it had lingered had been stamped out for good. What is 
more important, Italians had come at last to develop an incipient 
nationalist feeling. Napoleon had brought together most of the 
northern half of the peninsula into a kingdom of Italy, and for the 
first time northern Italians had acquired a sense of unity as a 
people. Such a spirit, implicit in the French Revolution, must 
inevitably involve the other Italians. It was a dynamic age. Italy 
was on the eve of her resurrection—the “Risorgimento,” as the 
Italians call it. 

The years following the Congress of Vienna were years of an 
uphill struggle in pursuit of aspirations. The Italians—or more 
correctly, an active minority—yearned for liberty and unity. 

1 Lucca was acquired by Tuscany in 1847. 
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“Liberty” meant freedom from the oppressive rule of petty ty¬ 
rants, and “unity” carried with it the expulsion of the Austrians. 
The chief weapon in the cause was insurrection, plotted by secret 
societies, first the “Carbonari,” then later “Young Italy.” None 
of these insurrections was successful, for Austria was ever present, 
and her strength lay behind the princes—her forces ever ready to 
stamp out “revolution.” Yet Young Italy had been something 
besides an agency of violence. Its founder, Giuseppe Mazzini, was 
a man of great spiritual power. Nervous, irrascible, too visionary 
to be practical, he made a very poor conspirator, but he had all the 
faith of a prophet and the courage of a crusader. How deeply he 
and his followers felt their mission may be judged from the oath 
prescribed for each member of Young Italy: “In the name of God 
and Italy. In the name of all the martyrs of the holy Italian cause 
who have fallen beneath foreign and domestic tyranny. ... By 
the blush that rises to my brow when I stand before citizens of 
other lands, to know that I have no rights of citizenship, no coun¬ 
try, and no national flag. ... By the tears of Italian mothers for 
their sons dead on the scaffold, in prison, or in exile. ... By the 
memory of our former greatness and the sense of our present 
degradation. ... By the sufferings of the millions I swear to 
dedicate myself wholly and forever to strive to constitute Italy one 
free, independent, republican nation.” Mazzini believed what 
most Italians thought impossible—that Italy could be free and 
indivisible. There is no doubt but that his faith won thousands 
of followers, and that he burnt into the very soul of those followers 
an unflinching love of the cause. It was the kind of spirit that 
produced a Garibaldi. Mazzini ranks as the second great contrib¬ 
utor to Italian unity. Above all other persons, he laid the moral 
foundations. 

By 1848 the movement had grown apace, for now, instead of 
sporadic insurrections, directed first against one, then against 
another, of the Italian princes, revolt came to engulf the whole 
peninsula. Pius IX, a liberal pope, had seemed to set the pace in 
1846. Then in 1847 occurred the Milanese “tobacco riots,” occa¬ 
sioned by the resolution of the people of that city to cease smoking 
tobacco because it was a source of government revenue—a pro¬ 
ceeding which roused the resentment of the Austrian authorities. 


Then in January, 1848, a revolution broke out in Sicily, and the 


infamous King Ferdinand granted a constitution in haste, to be 
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followed two months later by the king of Sardinia, Charles Albert, 
an absolutist at heart, but at least as it turned out, a champion of 
the Risorgimento. Finally came the news of the March Revolution 
in Vienna, and all Italy took fire. 

The leadership was grasped by the wobbly Charles Albert, who 
happened to be the only prince who wanted to fight Austria. To 
serve under his leadership was not altogether agreeable to the 
Mazzinians, for their leader was an intense republican and he had 
good reason to distrust the King of Sardinia. But for the moment 
all believed that the hour of redemption was at hand. The Vene¬ 
tians and the Milanese threw off the Austrian yoke, and Charles 
Albert with an army responded promptly to their call. The Pope 
and the Grandduke of Tuscany were forced by their subjects to 
send their forces to join him, and even the King of the Two Sicilies 
had to mobilize an army. Revolution had become general. 

Yet it failed, as we have seen; for Charles Albert, for all his 
bravery, was a poor commander, the Italians had none of the train¬ 
ing that was vouchsafed to the Austrians, and there was no unity 
of command; moreover, there was a strange decline of enthusiasm 
after the war had once begun—showing perhaps that the national¬ 
ist cause was not yet a popular movement. Badly beaten, Charles 
Albert was forced to give up the struggle. In the desperation of 
defeat the Romans expelled the pope and the Tuscans their grand¬ 
duke, each setting up a short-lived republic, as Venice had done. 
But reaction had set in, and nothing remained from the wreck but 
the Sardinian constitution, the retention of which was bought at 
the price of a heavy indemnity to Austria. Meanwhile there was 
an end of republics. The Austrians overthrew the ones at Venice 
and Florence; the French Republic, to please the Catholics, dis¬ 
posed of the one at Rome. And when the Pope returned, a contin¬ 
gent of French remained to make sure that he was safe; while an 
Austrian force still lingered in Romagna (one of the divisions of 
the Papal States). But there was one service France had rendered 
the Italian cause, thanks to Louis Napoleon, then president of 
the French Republic. By threatening intervention he prevented 
Austria from wiping out Sardinia as she had planned. As F. A. 
Simpson, his biographer, observes, “Had he not been Piedmont's 
shield in 1849, he could not in 1859 have been her sword." 

The lesson of 1848—though Mazzini would not admit it—was 
that the Italians with all their fervor could not hope to contend 
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against Austria unaided. There was need of some foreign ally; 
and hence, diplomacy, quite as much as revolution, was required 
to solve this problem. And that, of course, premised some Italian 
government, loyal enough and capable enough to undertake this 
task. But the problem had its internal as well as external aspect. 
There must be one Italian state, around which as nucleus the others 
might rally; and Sardinia, despite her recent failure was the logical 
one. She was the most modern of them all; the one with the great¬ 
est inherent strength; and the only one devoted to the cause. She 
had now a new king, Victor Emmanuel II (for Charles Albert had 
followed defeat by abdication), and she bad the good fortune to 
possess a minister who had the requisite talent for leading the 
Italian people to their goal. This man was Cavour. 

Count Camillo di Cavour was a nobleman, who, like his contem¬ 
porary, Bismarck, had also a practical business head. He had en¬ 
tered politics through the door of journalism, and later became a 
deputy of the Sardinian assembly, where he soon proved a power 
in debate. He was by conviction a staunch monarchist, and had no 
sympathy with Mazzini's violent republicanism, but he was an 
earnest and aggressive liberal, and it was his belief that Italian 
unity must proceed under the leadership of the liberal house of 
Savoy. “Italy,” he said, “must make herself by freedom, or we 
must give up trying to make her.” 1 An extraordinarily clear¬ 
sighted statesman, an indefatigable worker, a skillful and daring 
opportunist, he was the man whom the Risorgimento needed. The 
fact that as a genius he was inclined to be dictatorial and did not 
always work well with others had made him many enemies at the 
outset of his career, but he gained the esteem of the King if not his 
affection, and his honesty and skill eventually won for him the 
wholehearted confidence of his countrymen. 

Cavour’s first thought was to make Sardinia worthy, both ma¬ 
terially and morally, for the cause she had before her. The material 
problem was that of making her strong enough to hazard another 
war. Though faced with an enormous debt, Cavour dared to make 
his state embark on immense expenditures, knowing that its 
enhanced productivity would more than repay the cost; and in so 
doing he enjoyed the backing of the middle class, which also shared 

1 Apparently Cavour did not at first work consciously for Italian unity, which he 
even wrote of as *' tomfoolery/’ but rather for Italy’s liberation from Austria. The 
issue of union came to be forced upon him, however, by the spread of the Italian 
Revolution. 
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his liberal political views. Thus, under his inspiration as finance 
minister, Sardinia promoted the Industrial Revolution, completed 
her railway system, and negotiated a number of commercial trea¬ 
ties on a basis of free trade. He did not hesitate to increase enor¬ 
mously the burden of taxation, and with the proceeds raised an 
army of 70,000 men. At the same time, assuming for Sardinia a 
moral leadership in Italy, he made her a pattern of liberalism—not 
only as an example to the Italians 

but as a means of impressing Eu- f ( V* ' ^ * » n ] 

rope. Every little refoim that 
Sardinia enacted was heralded to 
the world, for at publicity Cavour, 
the experienced journalist, was ex¬ 
ceptionally adept; and tne fact of 
Sardinia’s liberalism made all the 
more glaring the notorious mis- 
government of the Two Sicilies 
and the Papal States. In his 
determination to take from the 
Church certain privileges which 
had long since vanished in France 
and to confiscate the wealth of the 
monastic orders he was drawn into 
a struggle with Rome, but the 
sympathies of western Europe were on his side. And so far, though 
subjected to great provocation, he was careful not to pick a 
quarrel with Austria. With so heavy a task before her Sardinia 
must walk very straight in the eyes of Europe, especially of France 
and England. But why so much solicitude for the esteem of the 
Western Powers? 

Cavour was convinced that to win Italian freedom Sardinia ($) External 
must have an ally. Italy was not to be freed by popular uprisings, 
as Mazzini still supposed. There was need of a large and well- 
trained army to cope with a power like Austria, and Sardinia’s 
troops, though excellently trained, were obviously insufficient, It 
must be his task, then, to win the active support of either France 
or Great Britain. He was well known in both Paris and London, 
having visited both capitals more than once, and he felt a close 
affinity with the English, whose constitution he extravagantly ad¬ 
mired. He had also met Napoleon and taken pains to reassure him 
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that he was not a revolutionary like Mazzini. His chance to enlist 
Great Britain lay in her natural liberal sympathies—if only she 
would renounce her insularity. His chance to win France lay in 
Napoleon's avowed championship of nationalism—a championship 
which had once in his youthful days led him, apparently, to 
participate in an Italian insurrection. Both powers knew the 
petty tyranny that wracked most of the Italian states, and both 
knew the blighting influence of Austria on the peninsula. But it 
was no light thing to get either of these powers to carry sympathy 
with the Italians to the point of breaking with a great power and 
engaging it in a European war. How could Cavour hope to make 
so small a state as Sardinia the magnet of a great power like France 
for the liberation of a people that could only repay her with 
thanks? 

The solution of this dilemma was provided by chance. In 1853 
began the Crimean War, and Cavour resolved that Sardinia should 
contrive to enter the struggle. By fighting on the side of Great 
Britain and France (and he hoped that Austria would remain 
neutral) he reasoned that Sardinia would strengthen her bonds 
of intimacy with these countries as well as raise her own standing 
m a power. If little Sardinia could march with the big fellows, her 
Interests would seem worthier of notice. But to many this policy 
seemed nothing but a gambler's throw. Why send Italians to perish 
in the cholera-ridden Crimea? It was pointed out—and wisely— 
that Sardinia, instead of squandering men and money in a cause 
in which she had absolutely no interest, might better husband her 
resources for the coming struggle with Austria. Cavour's difficulty 
was the greater because he could not avow openly the reasons for 
pushing this policy; the most that he could say was that Europe 
should be shown that “the sons of Italy know how to fight." And 
then there was the question of financing the exploit, for Sardinians 
would not want to engage as mercenaries; Cavour insisted that the 
army should be independently organized (it should not be used 
simply to fill up gaps in the Allied lines), and he proposed to find 
its support from a British loan. These conditions he was able to 
obtain. But only after a hard fight, and by dint of the confidence 
he had won for his magic skill, did he finally obtain the consent of 
the Sardinian parliament. 

So a treaty was signed, and Sardinia entered the war. But the 
day® of suspense were not over. Sardinia's allies were qpt acutely 
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interested in this exploit, and Cavour did not know for certain 
that these 17,000 men would ever reach the front. It was with in¬ 
expressible relief that he learned that they had done so, and that 
they had acquitted themselves well. In most respects this little 
army was handled better than either the French or the British, and 
it made a good impression. How good was its morale may be 
judged from the observation of a Sardinian soldier, who was 
struggling in the slough of the trenches before Sebastopol. “ Never 
mind,” he said. “Of this mud Italy will be made.” 

Indeed, the gambler was winning Ls stake. As the result of the 
war Sardinia was awarded a seat at the Congress of Paris, and it 
was Cavour himself who occupied it. When the question of the 
Principalities came up before the diplomats, Cavour supported 
union with all his might. It was helping out a sister-nationality; 
there was also the possibility of giving it an Italian prince and by 
some shift like this gain something for Italian unity; above all, he 
was espousing a cause that was near to the heart of Napoleon. 
His craftiest stroke, however, was to get the condition of Italy 
before the Congress in the teeth of Austrian opposition; and though 
nothing was actually done beyond airing the question, the maneu¬ 
ver gave it a publicity which at the time was particularly valuable. 
After the Congress Cavour visited England, where he found a 
cordial welcome but no disposition to aid him. As a recent historian 
has shrewdly observed, “Cavour’s point of view was never fully 
understood in England, who persisted in believing that a little 
goodwill on both sides was all that was required to re-establish 
friendly relations between Austria and Piedmont.” With all his 
limitations Napoleon III had a breadth of view that was singularly 
wanting in Palmerston. It has been contended by Napoleon's re¬ 
cent biographer that, regardless of the Crimean War and Cavour’s 
efforts, the Emperor would have come to the aid of Italy; but 
Cavour could, of course, not know the ultimate plans of that hu¬ 
man sphynx, and in any case he had eloquently forced the issue. 
Before the Congress had met, Napoleon had asked him to state 
what he (Napoleon) could do for Italy, and Cavour, not sure of his 
ground, had made but a feeble response. Since then, however, 
Cavour's hopes had risen, and he confidently believed that he had 
got his needed ally. All things considered, the Congress of Paris 
was for Cavour a big success. He could feel that Sardinia would 
never again be looked upon as a petty Italian state; she had sud- 
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denly risen to the stature of a European power. And he had focused 
at least the interest of Napoleon. 

But in 1856 nothing was absolutely settled, and circumstances 
might quite easily have spoiled Cavour’s game. When Austria 
picked a quarrel with Sardinia, and diplomatic relations were 
severed for a time, public opinion in England and France reacted 
in Sardinia’s favor; yet if war had taken place at this time, it 
might have been fatal to the Italian cause. When, early in 1858, 
an attempt was made on Napoleon’s life by an Italian, Oavour 
could not but be anxious over the effect. Napoleon, furious at the 
unmerited indignity, stormed at the King of Sardinia, and de¬ 
manded that he take stringent measures to restrain the inflamma¬ 
tory utterances of his press—a demand which drew from the King 
a dignified refusal. Fortunately Napoleon was not a small man, 
and he seemed really to admire little Victor Emmanuel’s spunk. 
Soon afterward he let it be known to Cavour that he was ready to 
talk business, and he proposed that the two should meet “by 
accident” at PlombiSres, a watering place in the Vosges, in July, 
1858. So much depended on the interview that Cavour was ex¬ 
ceedingly nervous. “The drama approaches conclusion,” he wrote 
to a confidant; “pray Heaven that I do not blunder at that supreme 
moment!” Napoleon had taken no one into his confidence, and the 
part which the two played was for all the world like that of con¬ 
spirators—and they were, indeed, conspirators against the peace 
of Europe. There were two interviews in all-—one in the Emperor’s 
cabinet, the other in his phaeton, which Napoleon himself drove 
for several hours in the mountains. There was apparently no 
bickering; for a sovereign was stating his terms. Napoleon promised 
to aid Sardinia against Austria and to free Italy “from the Alps to 
the Appenines” on certain conditions. While Lombardy, Venetia, 
and perhaps Parma, Modena, and part of the Papal States should 
belong to Sardinia outright, Italy as a whole should be formed 
into a confederation under the presidency of the pope, and France 
was to get as reward for her services Savoy and possibly Nice— 
possessions which would give France her natural boundaries on 
the southeast. Moreover, Napoleon stipulated that in bringing on 
war with Austria, Cavour must make sure that the responsibility 
could be placed squarely on Austria: France must have a respect* 
able casus belli! To all of these conditions Cavour agreed, and 
though the pact was only oral, he was confident that Napoleon 
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would keep it. After his return to Turin Cavour took a bolder tone. 
He wanted now to irritate Austria and force her to an indiscretion. 
In the meantime, the National Society, which he had founded in 
1856 was working to encourage Italians to look to Sardinia for 
leadership and to dare anything for the cause. In central Italy the 
society was soon to steal Mazzini's cherished weapon of revolution. 

By the beginning of 1859 it was evident enough to Europe that 
a crisis was unpending. Both Austria and Saidinia were arming, 
and it was generally suspected that Sardinia had an understanding 
with France. In February Napoleon tried a device he was very 
fond of, the publication of a brochure, written by himself or by 
someone under his inspiration, to test public opinion at home and 
abroad. The present brochure— The Emperor Napoleon and Italy 
—was an able defense of the principle of nationality and the idea of 
a federated Italy, which Europe under the inspiration of France 
should now establish. A war of intervention was not suggested, 
but it was certainly an appeal to Europe to countenance changes 
in Italy, and was, in effect, an attack on the Vienna Settlement. 
The pamphlet produced a sensation, and Napoleon was made to 
realize how greatly many of his subjects, particularly the bankers 
and the Catholic faction (who feared for the pope) were opposed to 
war; but at least he had ascertained how everyone stood, and there 
is no evidence that he flinched from his resolution. But Europe, 
apart from the three powers immediately concerned, certainly did 
not want war, and Russia and Great Britain tried repeatedly by 
various proposals—mainly the idea of a European congress—to 
preclude its necessity. Great Britain would have preferred that 
Italy should not be united if it had to be accomplished with French 
help, and did not believe Napoleon when he denied that he had 
made an agreement with Sardinia. To Cavour the suspense of 
these days was so wearing that his friends were afraid that he 
might actually lose his mind. And when Great Britain proposed 
that Austria and Sardinia should both disarm, even Napoleon could 
not refuse to endorse the request. But fortunately Austria, who 
refused to descend to parity with Sardinia, did everything cal¬ 
culated to injure her own cause; and when she.finally sent Sardinia 
an unreasonable ultimatum, Cavour saw that his chance had come. 
At last he was to have his war. 

The War of Independence began in April, 1859, and lasted less 
than three months, True to his word, Napoleon sent an army into 
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The War of Italy, and together the French and Sardinian forces defeated the 
indcpend- ^ ug ^ r j ang a f, Magenta and Solferino and drove them out of Lom¬ 
bardy. The effect on the Italians was electrical. Once more the 
people of Modena, Parma, Tuscany, and Romagna revolted against 
their rulers, and central Italy was prepared to profit by the war 
and join Sardinia. Tuscany, the one hesitant member of the 
group, had been brought into line by a patriot, hardly less staunch 
than Cavour himself—the Tuscan statesman, Ricasoli. The Italian 
Revolution had more than commenced; it was rapidly spreading. 
And then, to the consternation of all patriots (though Victor 
Emmanuel had been forewarned), Napoleon abandoned the war 
and made a separate peace with Austria. 

Napoleon's The reasons for Napoleon’s action were various, He had wanted 
defection an enlarged Sardinia as a convenient buffer state against Austria— 
one that would be small enough, however, to remain a satellite of 
France. When it came to the making of a nation which by revolu¬ 
tion might soon comprise the whole of the peninsula, Napoleon was 
dubious; and the strong Catholic faction, which had hated the war 
because it seemed to endanger the pope, had never ceased to clamor 
for its termination. It was also clear to Napoleon that his victories 
had not really crushed the Austrian strength and that to enter 
Venetia would be exceedingly hazardous, whereas if he withdrew 
from the war now, he could do so at a time when France had 
covered herself with glory. The Italians would feel outraged, but, 
after all, the Emperor had some reason to be disappointed at the 
scant welcome his troops had received in Lombardy (for benevo¬ 
lence likes appreciation!) and at the failure of the Tuscans to send 
recruits; and, moreover, being a man of gentle mold, he was con¬ 
vinced, as never before, of the brutality of war—which he had seen 
at close range. But, above all, he was greatly disquieted at the 
threatening conduct of Prussia on the Rhine. It is true that Prussia 
was still dickering with Austria on the conditions of her support, 
but Napoleon only saw the obvious danger that a possible defeat 
would bring on his head disastrous consequences. Yet he had not 
fulfilled his promise, and consequently could not exact his stipu¬ 
lated reward. Hence he told the king to think no more of ceding 
Savoy and Nice. Palmerston had declared that he ought to have 
offered his aid out of philanthropy alone. But one may question 
whether he or any Britisher would have done that; and, further¬ 
more, Great Britain had kept her neutrality throughout this 
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critical phase of the Revolution. In any event, Napoleon had thus 
far gained nothing but “glory.” 

He certainly did not get gratitude. When Cavour learned of the 
terms of the prospective treaty of peace, he saw only too clearly 
that Austria was still left dominant in the peninsula, and, furious 
at the King for submitting to the inevitable, he threw up his office 
in disgust. His impulsive outburst was no doubt due to nervous 
strain, but at least his resignation made him a national figure, as 
nothing else previously had done. No wonder the Revolution pro¬ 
ceeded. By plebiscites P^rma, Modena, Tuscany, and Romagna 
now voted annexation to Sardinia But, Victor Emmanuel knew 
that his hands were tied, and that he could not accept them. By 
the Treaty of Zurich Austria ceded Lombardy (saving two for¬ 
tresses) to Sardinia, and it was agreed that the petty sovereigns 
who had been dethroned should be restored. Yet, who was to 
restore them? All depended now on the attitude of Napoleon; and 
while the Emperor would not allow Austria to restore the de¬ 
throned monarchs and even scandalized the Pope by suggesting 
that he should part with some of his territories, he did not pro¬ 
pose to allow any further aggrandizement of Sardinia unless he 
were paid his price. It was not for nothing that he had warned 
Austria not to tamper with the Revolution. His army had sheathed 
its sword but his diplomacy was still active. Was he not now en¬ 
titled to Savoy and Nice? 

There seemed to be no one capable of guiding his country 
through this dilemma but Cavour, and in January, 1860, he re¬ 
turned to office. Satisfied that central Italy was worth the price, 
he persuaded Victor Emmanuel to assent to the cession of Savoy 
and Nice. Plebiscites were held in the regions in question, and 
they voted by large majorities for annexation to France. Savoy 
was French in feeling and there never had been any doubt of her 
wish to belong to France; presumably Nice, though strongly 
Italian, did not wish to be severed from Savoy. Thus the natural 
boundary—the prize which Mazarin had sought, and which the 
Revolution had won and lost, was now, at last, the gift of the 
Second Empire. But the plebiscite was something of a farce, for 
the deal had already been made, and had not been made conditional 
on the outcome of the vote. Napoleon, for his part, consented to 
the incorporation of the territories desired by Sardinia; and thus 
had closed another phase in the work of unification. Neither 
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Austria nor Russia showed a burning desire to uphold the Vienna 
Settlement, and Great Britain, though furious at the cession of 
Savoy and Nice (it was partly to mollify her that Napoleon signed 
the Cobden Treaty), showed from now on an enthusiastic approval 
of the Revolution. In spite of occasional talk of a congress, the 
Concert of Europe was only a specter in the background of this 
■ drama. 

Venetia, Rome, and the Two Sicilies—half the peninsula was 
yet to be gained. Cavour felt that Venetia was for the present 
beyond his reach. He had tried during the late war to weaken 
Austria by enrolling the Hungarian Legion, a group of Magyar 
hnigres who were anxious to deal their enemy another blow; and 
it had been planned with Napoleon's help to dispatch some arms 
into Hungary through the Danubian Principalities. But after 
Napoleon's withdrawal from the war the maneuver came to 
nothing. Couza, with whose representative Sardinia signed a secret 
treaty, connived at the sending of arms into Moldavia, but their 
presence being discovered, they were sequestered by the Porte; 
and without any weapons the Magyars lacked the materials for 
revolution. In any case it is doubtful if Austria would have been 
so weakened that Venetia would have fallen from her grasp. 
Cavour now gave his chief attention to the question of the Papal 
States, for it was expected that Napoleon would soon recall his 
garrison, and the outlying regions were seething with revolt. 
Once this ground was won, Naples lay just beyond; for, as Cavour 
planned it, the Revolution should proceed from north to south. 
But here events transpired which gave the Revolution the opposite 
course. It is now that Garibaldi made his picturesque appearance. 
Conquest of Garibaldi, the warrior, was to share with Cavour, the diplomat, 
tlteUfa the chief honors in the making of Italy. A native of Nice and a 
seasoned revolutionary, Garibaldi had already won the affection 
of his countrymen by his daring, and during the War of Independ¬ 
ence he had enrolled under his leadership a band of volunteers—a 
plan initiated by Cavour as a means of attracting recruits from 
outside Sardinia, After the cession of Nice to France (an act for 
which he never forgave Cavour) he was strongly inclined to attempt 
its recovery, but happily the one stable element in Garibaldi’s 
temperament was his loyalty to his king. Then in April, 1860, came 
the news of an incipient revolution in Sicily, and while Cavour 
was debating the question of sending someone to guide it, Gari- 
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baldi was invited by the insurgents to come to their aid and head the 
movement. After some hesitation he accepted. Garibaldi was an 
honest, simple-minded egoist, a hater of the ways of politicians, 
and confident in the merits of the sword, a dauntless warrior and a 
loyal spirit. To the cause of Italy he had consecrated his life. And 
to lead his “redshirts” to the conquest of a kingdom was an 
exploit for which his talents were peculiarly fitted. 

The ground had been prepared for Garibaldi's exploit by Maz- 
zini, who was as adept in manufacturing revolutions as Bismarck 
was later in manufacturing wars. Buo there was nothing artificial 
about the Sicilian revolution, for the rule of the king was so bad 
that his subjects had been in a chrome state of incipient insurrec¬ 
tion. Cavour could not openly support this present maneuver, for 
the King of Sardinia had no direct quarrel with the Neapolitan 
king and the attitude of Europe was bound to be opposed to inter¬ 
vention; but he connived at the expedition, and only hoped and 
prayed that it would keep clear of Rome. On May 3, 1860 Gari¬ 
baldi sailed with his famous “Thousand,” and entered the realm 
of romance as well as history. The feat of conquering a kingdom of 
11,000,000 people with 1,150 men seems at first almost incredible, 
but the army he had to fight was badly led and mutinous, and most 
of the population were on the side of the invaders. After cleaning 
up Sicily, Garibaldi crossed to the mainland, and in a few days he 
had entered Naples. Possessed now of the whole kingdom of the 
Two Sicilies, Garibaldi announced his plan of marching on Rome. 

It was at this juncture that Cavour felt it necessary to intervene. 
An attack on Rome would mean an encounter with Napoleon's 
force, still garrisoned in the city, and though the result of such an 
incident could only be conjectured, Cavour knew that Napoleon 
was capable of being turned immediately into an enemy of Italian 
unity—with consequences not at all pleasant to contemplate. It was 
a serious crisis, and the only way it could be surmounted was for 
Victor Emmanuel to lead an army into the Papal States and head 
off Garibaldi. Fortunately the hero had met with a slight reverse, 
which delayed his plans. Victor Emmanuel's army meanwhile 
defeated a papal force, and then entered Neapolitan territory. 
Napoleon made a fuss but it was only for Catholic consumption, 
and immediately left for Algeria to avoid embarrassing questions. 
Sardinia was now in possession of the papal territories to the east of 
Rome, but Rome was left unscathed. 
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Popular There was still, of course, the danger that Garibaldi, dictator 
Ytalian* 1° his new possession, and possibly a convert to Mazzini’s views, 

unity might establish a republic and thus split Italy in two. But at the 

pinch Garibaldi proved loyal to Victor Emmanuel; duly handed 
over his conquests to his master, and then passed into honorable re¬ 
tirement. Then the conquests were sanctified by popular consent. 
Plebiscites were held in the Two Sicilies as well as in the outlying 
provinces of Rome (Umbria and tie Marches) and by tremendous 
majorities annexation to Sardinia was voted. The holding of 
plebiscites was a new instrument of politics—Napoleonic in origin 
—and in no more eloquent fashion could the new importance of 
nationalism have been manifested. It seemed to prove in the case 
of Italy that union was the real will of her people. 

Establish- It only remained now to give the work its proper signification; 
kingdom^ 6 an( * on February 18, 1861 an Italian parliament met, and Victor 
of Italy Emmanuel II was proclaimed “by the grace of God and the will 
of the nation king of Italy.” The little state of Sardinia was no 
more. She had worked only for Italy and had merged her identity 
with it. 

Cavour’s work was drawing to a close. His last official act was 
to get the Italian parliament, then meeting at Florence, to vote 
Rome the prospective capital. The geographical center of Italy 
and the hearth of its greatest traditions, the “eternal city,” was 
the only fitting capital for Italy. On June 6, 1861 Cavour died at 
the age of fifty-one, worn out by his long exertions. “We have 
made Italy” he murmured in his last moments. It was an ex¬ 
traordinary achievement, in which Cavour himself had been the 
leading personal factor and to a large extent the brains that made 
it possible. “A people,” as one observer expressed it, “who had 
seemed dead, had arisen to new and vigorous life, breaking the 
spell which bound it, and showing itself worthy of a new and 
splendid destiny.” 

The There were Venetia and Rome still to be won, and we shall soon 

Italian notice the circumstances which gave them both to Italy. Venetia 
unity was acquired as the result of the Seven Weeks’ War in 1866 and 
Rome was taken when the French withdrew their garrison in 1870. 
After that there were only a few scattered territories peopled by 
Italians that were not yet a part of Italy, and these were acquired 
by the Great War of 1914-8. 

It is in connection with Venetia that the movement toward 
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German unity came in touch with its counterpart in Italy. The 
two movements had gone on coincidently, but the Germans had to 
wait longer for a state to place itself at their head, and the move¬ 
ment proceeded more placidly than in Italy—perhaps an index of 
the difference in temperament between the two peoples. In each 
arena Austria played the chief obstructive role, but as she was 
herself a German power, there was not among the Germans that 
intense moral issue that had ranged a whole people against alien 
domination. We shall not observe the people playing so dominant 
a part in the making of the German nation. 

The Making of a Nlw Germany 

German nationalism mty be said to have begun with the War 
of Liberation. It is true that Germans had felt a certain sense of 
nationality during Luther's quarrel with Rome, but divided as 
they were among so many princes, who were more often than other¬ 
wise in league with an outside power, there was nothing calculated 
to keep alive that spirit of self-defense out of which nationalism is 
born, and so there was little m the way of a trend toward unity 
before the nineteenth century. In the war to free Germany from 
Napoleon not only were most of the princes willingly enrolled but 
their subjects had felt an enthusiasm that amounted to a real 
awakening. It was a fairly spontaneous movement of redemption, 
and as Prussia had led the way, it seemed as though Prussia should 
assume the leadership after the war, utilizing this spiritual move¬ 
ment to create a German nation. Unfortunately the Hohenzollerns 
were too narrow in their outlook, too incurably timid, to grasp 
this opportunity. Unity under Prussia would have threatened to 
mean the sacrifice of more then thirty princes, and it would cer¬ 
tainly have meant an end of the hegemony of Austria, now re¬ 
sumed after the downfall of Napoleon. Metternich saw the issue 
and met it; and since public opinion was mute, he triumphed with¬ 
out difficulty. Hence the disappointment of German nationalists 
over the decisions at Vienna. Germany was to be another federa¬ 
tion-nothing more—involving simply an alliance between par¬ 
ticularism (the sectional spirit of the princes) and dynasticism 
(the historic authority of the princes together with the old pre¬ 
tension of Austria to wield a permanent influence in Germany— 
and anywhere else she could!). 

The three decades which followed the Vienna Settlement were, 
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in fact, dreary years for Germany, but one important movement 
stands out. Prussia, as we have noticed, established, little by 
little, a Zollverein , which by 1842 included all the German states 
but Austria. This phenomenon of economic policy was important 
in two ways. In the first place, it taught the German states the 
merits of close relations; for in place of the multitude of tariffs 
which divided thirty-six states from one another, merchandise 
was now able to circulate freely from one end of Germany to the 
other. This development of material bonds of mutual benefit 
eventually led Germans more easily to prepare their minds for a 
common government. Economic union foreshadowed political 
union. In the second place, seeing that Prussia excluded Austria 
from membership in the Zollverein, it tended to draw the Germans 
toward the leadership of Prussia. As yet Prussia took no advan¬ 
tage of her position, for the Hohenzollerns allowed themselves to 
be dominated by Metternich, but if ever the break should come 
between Austria and Prussia, some of the German states would 
rally to Prussia’s leadership. 

The third stage in the progress of German nationalism was 
partly a result of the March Revolution and of the general upset¬ 
ting of the political order in 1848. As the episode of the Frankfort 
Parliament showed the strength of the nationalist movement and 
also the development of liberal ideas, we must note the moral 
growth which Germans had come to experience, without which this 
incident could not have occurred. Shortly after the Congress of 
Vienna constitutions had been granted by some of the south Ger¬ 
man princes (it is in south Germany that one always found the 
most evidence of liberalism), but Prussia had done nothing but 
revive some of the powers of the old provincial diets and outside 
of a few quarters the middle class was quite excluded from politics. 
Public opinion was shackled in most of the states, and liberals, 
especially in Prussia, were victims of much petty persecution. The 
fact that democracy was a slow growth in Germany may perhaps 
be attributed to the slow development of the middle class, which is 
the element that ordinarily promotes it; yet, for all that, there 
were some members of that class, aspiring to political rights in 
proportion as their material wealth increased; and there were also 
liberal spirits in the universities. There was a thin liberal track 
which led to “Frankfort.” Much deeper and wider was the nation¬ 
alist or unitary trend, though the two were usually merged. The 
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idea of unity was definitely propagated in two ways. There were 
studeht societies, like the Burschenschaft, which clamored for 
German unity and wore the colors red, black, and gold, as symbolic 
of this idea, but these societies soon succumbed to the Metternich 
system, and they played a less active r61e than the secret soci¬ 
eties of Italy. More important were the teachings and writings 
of university professors, who expounded German history with 
special emphasis on Prussia's capacity for leadership and on the 
unhappy disintegration of Germany in a world of modern states. 
The plea for a common sentiment of unity especially against 
France, the historic foe, and for love of a fatherland which still 
existed only in patriotic* dreams was ^fleeted in the composing of 
martial songs, Die Wacht am Rnein (1840) and Deutschland , 
Deutschland uber alles (1841). There was undoubtedly a quickening 
of the nationalist soul—especially in the ’forties. The intellectuals^ 
bound more and more to unity through the working of these 
spiritual forces, corresponded to the merchants who saw unity as a 
matter of material advantage. In 1847 some active spirits planned 
an informal “national assembly” for the purpose of working out 
some scheme of political union—perhaps of a federal character 
(which need not entail the destruction of all the princes) but at all 
events a much more solid union than then existed. When, indeed, 
the March Revolution caused slumbering fires to be kindled 
anew, the movement received such ardent popular support that 
the princes themselves felt forced to give it their backing, and 
it was actually the old diet which called together a national 
assembly, to be elected by universal suffrage, to meet by its side 
at Frankfort in May, 1848. Such was the famous “Frankfort 
Parliament.” 

It was a momentous occasion for the German people. Now a 
constitution was framed on a liberal basis for a united Germany. 
For the governing power, there could be but one choice—namely 
Prussia. But here is where this hopeful movement foundered \ 
for instead of deliberately assuming sovereign power, the Frankfort 
Parliament staked all on Prussia's leadership, and all such hopes 
were vain. The Hohenzollern king could never bring himself to 
accept a crown as a gift of the people (he would not “pick up a 
crown from the gutter,” as he expressed it); he preferred to rule a 
smaller state by divine right and the power of the sword than to 
govern all Germany with a national parliament. Moreover, Aus- 
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tria was opposed to union, 1 and when Austria recovered her grip on 
central Europe, it would be necessary, perhaps, to meet her chal¬ 
lenge—which might well mean war, not only with Austria herself 
but with many of the lesser states, at heart opposed to union. 
Frederick William was clearly not the man for a big conception or 
an heroic risk. Thus Prussia shirked the issue which Sardinia had 
just seized. And the significance of this decision was considerable. 
It did not mean that Prussia would not r ,ome day assume the lead¬ 
ership of German unity. But it did mean that Germans lost their 
chance to become united on a democratic basis. Liberalism was not 
to march with nationalism, as in Italy. 

The reaction which swept over Geimany in 1849 finished not 
5 only the Frankfort Parliament but also the institutions which, as 
we saw, had been hastily granted during the crisis. The King of 
Prussia, who had had to face a riot in his capital, had promised a 
constitution establishing universal suffrage, but when in 1850 the 
constitution was promulgated, it was seen how wantonly he had 
tricked his people. The popular chamber (much less important 
than the upper chamber whose members were nominated by the 
king) was to be chosen by universal suffrage, it is true, but this 
suffrage was so devised that the voters being divided into three 
classes on the basis of property and each class having an equal 
right to choose delegates to the chamber, the men of wealth could 
easily dominate the assembly. Of democracy of that sort the 
Hohenzollerns need have no fear. Moreover, the press was rigidly 
controlled; public meetings were closely watched and at the least 
pretext dissolved; and arbitrary arrest and imprisonment were not 
infrequent. Men supposed to be liberals were treated almost like 
outlaws, for all professions were virtually closed to them, and they 
could seldom hope to get justice in the courts. Prussia was prac¬ 
tically an autocracy, in which the king and his allies, the junkers, 
ruled the land. With the question of German unity, on the other 
hand, Frederick William had some sympathy; but he merely en¬ 
visaged a federation of princes looking to Prussian rather than 
Austrian hegemony; and to this, of course, Austria would not sub¬ 
mit. When he started to found such an organization, Austria forced 
him to give it up in an agreement signed at Olmiitz; and the old 
Germanic Confederation, which had virtually gone to pieces during 

1 Austria was free to become a member-state if only her German provinces were 
included, but to this she naturally would not consent. 
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the mid-century upheaval, was revived “in all its glory.” The 
“humiliation of Olmutz,” as Prussians called this episode, seemed 
more than ever to prove the moral unfitness of Prussia for leader¬ 
ship. 

And yet, withal, Prussia was the one state capable of leading 
Germans to their goal; for Austria, only part-German and unal¬ 
terably opposed to unity, was out of the question, and since the 
policy might readily involve a war, Prussia jdone had the physical 
strength for the purpose. It was during the 'fifties, as we have 
noticed, that the Industrial Revolution came to Prussia and mod¬ 
ern capitalism founded an enduring structure, Banks multiplied, 
railway mileage increased, and the electric telegraph was now for 
the first time 1 pressed into the service of business. Hundreds of 
new enterprises were launched (those founded in 1856 alone rep¬ 
resented a capital of over $100,000,000), and such establishments 
as the dye works of Berlin and the steel foundry of Albert Krupp 
became internationally famous. Even the junkers transformed 
their large estates into industrialized farms. A state as large as 
Prussia, and now blessed with unwonted prosperity, should be 
able to raise and equip a large army—for it was by such means in 
particular that autocratic Prussia would unify Germany. “Ger¬ 
many,” said Bismarck, “does not look to Prussia's liberalism but 
to her power. . . . Not by speeches and majority votes are the 
great questions of the day to be decided (therein lay the blunder 
of 1848 and 1849), but by blood and iron.” All that apparently was 
needed was a man to guide the policy, and such a man Prussia 
produced—Otto von Bismarck. 

Bismarck was a wealthy junker. Like many of this class, he 
had held a post in the Prussian bureaucracy, and was even for a 
time a delegate of Prussia to the federal diet. Later he served as 
ambassador to St. Petersburg and Paris, and thus acquired a useful 
knowledge of two important countries with whom he was ulti¬ 
mately to deal. In politics he was by conviction a hide-bound con¬ 
servative, though he did not scruple to play on the other side of 
the fence if it served his purpose. His acquaintance with the federal 
diet convinced him as nothing else of the utter futility of the exist¬ 
ing political system in Germany, though he was not at first an 
enemy of Austria; rather, he looked upon her an an ally against 
“revolution.” When, however, central Europe settled down, he 
shifted to the conviction that Austria was Prussia's inevitable foe, 
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and that sooner or later they must fight. He had all his life the 
sagacity to subordinate the lesser question to the greater. He 
never allowed himself to be tangled in some diplomatic web that 
would hamper his freedom of action, and he had no ideal but 
Prussia’s greatness. “The healthiest basis of a state,” he said, “is 
national selfishness . . . and it is unworthy of a state to strive for 
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anything that does not concern it.” One reads with a smile the 
importance that he had already ascribed to Prussia in his memoirs, 
for, truth to tell, Prussian policy up to 1862 had been pitifully 
negative; yet, withal, Bismarck’s confidence in Prussia had prob¬ 
ably much to do with his overmastering confidence in himself. 
He merged Prussia with himself, and was almost as much of an 
autocrat as Frederick the Great had been. 

But he was worthy of his presumption. A less engaging figure 
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than Cavour, he had all the latter's dexterous opportunism, and 
perhaps more than the latter's daring. But Cavour had had to 
reason with a parliament as well as a king, and to keep an eye on 
public opinion. Bismarck had to convince a king, but he never 
paid much deference either to parliament or public opinion, and 
he broke through opposition by a disarming audacity. Boisterously 
genial when he chose, and of a frankness which sometimes amazed 
an adversary, he preserved in spite of excessive nervousness (often 
bordering on irritability) a studied tact and an unruffled judg¬ 
ment, and it is doubtful if he ever took a step without carefully 
considering its probable effect. When he had thoroughly prepared 
the ground and had gauged the sentiment of every capital in 
Europe, then he was ready to deal one of his sledge-hammer 
thrusts. Bismarck was one of those dominating personalities that 
have shaped the course of history to suit their ends, and it was his 
luck that he belonged to an age when he did not have to wrestle 
with the caprices of public opinion. 

Bismarck was forty-seven when he was called to power in 1862 as 
minister-president of Prussia. It was his good fortune that he owed 
his appointment to the influence of Albrecht von Roon, the minis¬ 
ter of war, who being a military man, was able to keep the army 
subservient to the government’s policy even when it did not always 
understand or approve of it. For to Bismarck, skillful diplomatist 
that he was, the army was just one instrument to be used in the 
fulfillment of his schemes. Bismarck’s policy was the unification 
of Germany for the aggrandizement of Prussia. It was to entail 
three wars, and all the “blood and iron” he had prophesied. It 
was also to demand an exceptional genius. During these years 
Bismarck appeared at his best; for, like Napoleon I, he did not 
seriously err until new forces entered history whose strength he 
could not fathom. 

Bismarck’s first care was to get for his future use the army that 
he required. By a law of 1814 Prussia had adopted universal serv¬ 
ice, but during the long period of peace appropriations for military 
purposes had been quite inadequate for keeping an army on such 
an ambitious footing. Whereas its size (on a war footing) should 
have been 450,000, it was only 215,000—more than half being 
absent from the rolls. When Bismarck took office, King William 
(who had succeeded to the throne of his brother in 1861) had been 
unable to induce the popular chamber to vote the budget required. 
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The wealthier middle class which composed this body was anxious 
to show its power and professed to believe that a larger army was 
simply desired to serve an autocrat’s purpose. Bismarck accord¬ 
ingly got the King to call the situation an emergency and to raise 
the army required without regard to the popular chamber. It 
amounted to setting aside the constitution-—and, in so doing, the 
government risked a revolution. But Bismarck knew his country¬ 
men, knew how readily they bent to militarism, and he was pre¬ 
pared to take the risk. By 1863 he had his army—his main instru¬ 
ment for the achievement of German unity. 

Having enhanced the strength of Prussia, Bismarck glanced at 
his traditional rival in German affairs. Whatever enemies he must 
meet on the road to German unity he knew that Austria was one 
that he could certainly reckon on. She would never willingly allow 
her leadership in Germany to pass to Prussia. She was the cham¬ 
pion of the status quo—the old Confederation with its more than 
thirty princes, the interests of most of whom were linked with her 
own. Particularism was an enemy Bismarck would also have to 
face, but the arch-foe was its strong protectress, Austria. In 1863 
he could hardly have foreseen how this war was to come about; 
but whenever it should come, he must manage, like Cavour, that 
the enemy should appear the aggressor. The tortuous road that 
he was to tread was opened in this year by the Schleswig-Holstein 
question. 

Schleswig and Holstein were two duchies attached to the king¬ 
dom of Denmark by a purely personal union—that is, the tie of a 
common sovereign and no more. There had been a good deal of 
trouble over their relations to Denmark, since the duchies were 
mostly German, and wished to be ruled by the Duke of Augusten- 
burg, who had legally a better claim than the King of Denmark, and 
was besides a German; but in 1852 the Concert of Europe, includ¬ 
ing, of course, Austria and Prussia, had signed the Protocol of 
London, guaranteeing Danish rule on the basis of a personal union. 
Thus matters rested for some time. Then in 1863 the Danish par¬ 
liament precipitated a crisis by adopting a new constitution, in¬ 
corporating Schleswig as an integral part of Denmark. The act 
at once aroused an outcry in Germany. Schleswig was two-thirds 
Orman and was being forced under the Danish yokel Yet, as 
Schleswig, unlike Holstein, was not a member of the Germanic 
Confederation, and as the Confederation itself had not been a 
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party to the Protocol, this body had no case for interference. 
Nevertheless it meant to interfere, and a federal army was mobi¬ 
lized for action. 

Bismarck at once determined to fish in these troubled waters. 
He had no intention that the duchies should be won by the Con¬ 
federation and become the spoil of the Duke of Augustenburg. 
He was resolved that Prussia should have them; especially he 
coveted Holstein with its important posbion between the North 
and Baltic seas and the excellent harbor of Kiel. Doubtless also 
he saw a chance of quarreling with Austria over the question. In 
any case he intended that m the solution of an important German 
question Prussia and not the unwieldy conclave of princes should 
take the lead. Instead, however, of defying the whole Confedera¬ 
tion including Austria, lit- proposed that Prussia and Austria 
should jointly intervene. They were to constitute themselves the 
self-appointed mandatories of Europe to uphold the Protocol of 
London. Austria, for her part, offended by the Confederation’s 
flouting of the Protocol (for it had wanted both duchies for August¬ 
enburg), was nothing loath. But the situation was one that re¬ 
quired the most delicate handling; for the Danes might back down, 
instead of fighting, as Bismarck wanted; the federal army might 
get in the way and produce an unfortunate “incident”; and outside 
powers might interfere. Fortunately for Bismarck, he knew that 
his great Baltic neighbor was his friend, for he had stood ostenta¬ 
tiously on the side of Russia when the other powers had bothered 
her on the Polish question, and the two powers had, in fact, been 
bound by a common fear of the rebellious Poles. Of Napoleon he 
was less certain, for, true to the principle of nationality, the Em¬ 
peror wanted neither Germans coerced by Danes nor Danes 
coerced by Germans; but he had already entangled himself in the 
Mexican expedition, and hence would not act without Great 
Britain; and the latter, hating him unjustifiably for the annexation 
of Savoy and Nice, refused his project of a congress, while she 
unintentionally helped Bismarck by making the Danes think that 
she would come to their aid. Sure of the international situation, it 
only remained for Bismarck to give Denmark terms that she would 
certainly reject/and to head off the federal army. He knew that 
German opinion was against him, but with Austria on his side he 
did not care. Yet there was no time to be lost. And if the Danes 
should back down, his plan was ruined. 
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Bismarck felt certain that they would not. Prussia and Austria 
demanded a withdrawal of the new constitution within forty-eight 
hours, and since only a parliament could do that and since the 
present parliament had just been dissolved, preparatory to the 
election of a new one, assent was literally impossible. It might 
have behooved the Danes to parley and appeal to Europe, but 
they seem to have trusted entirely to British support, which utterly 
failed them. Everything, therefore, turned out beautifully for 
Bismarck. War was declared; the invaders were naturally success¬ 
ful; and only Great Britain blustered. By the Treaty of Vienna 
(1804) Denmark handed over Schleswig and Holstein to Austria 
and Prussia to dispose of as they pleased. It was in the uncer¬ 
tainty of this settlement—the assumption that these two rivals 
could agree on the disposal of the duchies- that one might have 
found the germ of the Seven Weeks’ War. 

Nothing better showed the hollowness of public law in Europe 
than the Danish affair. Austria and Prussia, intervening on its 
behalf, had finally changed it to suit themselves. But a joint 
administration, or condominium, over the duchies could have but 
one result. Austria and Prussia were soon quarreling, and, but 
for William’s reluctance to fight a German power, war might have 
broken out in 1865. Instead was signed the Convention of Gastein. 
The duchies were divided, Austria administering Holstein, Prus¬ 
sia, Schleswig, but nothing was said of their permanent disposition, 
and Augustenburg was doing all that he could, with Austria’s 
backing, to get possession of them. “We have,” said Bismarck, 
“just papered over the cracks.” 

From the time of the Convention of Gastein Bismarck prepared 
for war. The army was, of course, in readiness, but he had to pay 
heed to Europe, for whenever there was a struggle between great 
powers, outsiders always felt that they should be paid for keeping 
quiet. With Italy he intended, if possible, to make an alliance, but 
hardly less important was the neutrality of France; hence, the 
famous interview of Biarritz, at the termination of which Bismarck 
was satisfied that Napoleon would not bother him. It has always 
been something of an enigma why the Emperor did not demand his 
“ pound of flesh”; but the reasons seem fairly clear. In the first place 
he wanted the war between Austria and Prussia to take place, for he 
hoped in the final results to get the left bank of the Rhine (what 
a uhique way of smashing what was left of the Vienna Settlement!), 
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but he was apparently afraid that by being too grasping now he 
might drive Bismarck to patch up his differences with Austria—so 
little did he read Bismarck’s policy! In the second place Napoleon 
was in no position at this moment to risk the chance of a possible 
check and of being drawn into war himself, for he had foolishly 
embarked on a project outside of Europe which not only involved 
his prestige but had seriously depleted his military resources. Anx¬ 
ious to pull off a spectacular triumph and influenced (perhaps 
unknowingly) by men who had been dealing n shady speculations, 
he had converted an effort to collect debts from the Mexican re¬ 
public into a veritable war of conquest, setting up as emperor of 
Mexico, Francis Joseph’s brother, Maximilian, presumably as a 
sort of dependent of Imperial France. Napoleon was therefore 
somewhat in the position of a man who cannot pay his legitimate 
debts because his money is tied up in stocks. But these were not 
the only reasons for slighting his country’s interests and failing 
to score over Bismarck. As Grant Robertson has pointed out, 

Napoleon was already suffering from the malady which eventually 
carried him off. It is perfectly obvious that the Napoleon of 
Biarritz was not the Napoleon of Plombi&res. But, apart from his 
mental sluggishness at this time, there is one blunder that convicts 
Napoleon of extraordinary want of perception. Like British states¬ 
men of the same period, he had failed to take accurate measure of 
Prussia. He believed that Austria would win, and that it was with 
Vienna that he must traffic. And Austria was willing to pay him for 
his neutrality by promising to cede Venetia to Italy—a return to 
the Emperor’s flair for nationalities. It is a curious fact that 
Napoleon and Bismarck each despised the other. Which one was 
justified was very soon to be shown. 

With Italy Bismarck made an alliance, with Venetia, of course, (*), The 
as the bait. When Austria finally offered Italy what she wanted in ttih^italy 
return for her neutrality (once Italy had offered military support 
in return for this prize but had been turned down), it was too late. 

And now that Bismarck had Italy to attack his enemy in the rear, 
he was not afraid of having to fight the south German princes. 

But Bismarck did not propose to give the impression that (.3) The 
Prussia was so sordid as to go to war with Austria for the possession msu^bJfi ° 
of the duchies—a natural inference since the two were quarreling 
again. Hence he raised the question of a reform of the Germanic 
Confederation. The question had long been pending, and Bavaria 
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had shown a disposition to draw away from Austria by forming a 
south German federation on an equality with Austria and Prussia. 
According to the scheme which Bismarck now laid before the diet, 
the assembly of the Confederation should be henceforth chosen 
by universal suffrage, and he allowed the inference that Austria 
was not to be included in the organization. As a possible device for 
winning the south German liberals the measure was clever but 
hardly successful, for no one believed that Bismarck’s devotion to 
“1848” could be genuine. Nor did it immediately produce war, 
though Austria and most of the princes were certainly shocked by 
so radical a plan. But it did undoubtedly exasperate Austria, and 
it enabled Bismarck to mask the tangible cause of the coming 
conflict. Without entering into the details it may simply be 
stated that Bismarck used the Schleswig-Holstein question to 
goad Austria into war. There was a moment, it is true, when a 
congress—a favorite Napoleonic resource—might have blocked 
all his scheming, as it had nearly blocked Cavour’s, but as in 1859, 
so in 1866 Austrian diplomacy was singularly stupid, and “hence 
matters reached a crisis.” On June 11 Austria pressed the diet for 
federal action against Prussia, and the proposal was carried. Prus¬ 
sia then declared the Confederation at an end. Declarations of 
war soon followed. Prussia, together with a few of her smaller 
neighbors and Italy, faced Austria and most of the other German 
states. From one point of view the Seven Weeks’ War was a civil 
war (that is why William had backed Bismarck with great reluc¬ 
tance), and it is nothing short of marvelous that the German blood 
spilled in 1866 did not make the attainment of unity impossible— 
at least for a generation. 

The Seven Weeks’ War was won by Prussia because Austria 
had to fight on two fronts, because she had to face disaffection at 
home, and because Prussia was incomparably the superior in 
military technique and directing skill—Hellmuth von Moltke, 
her chief of staff, being one of the greatest strategists of the nine¬ 
teenth century. With a speed that startled the world and amply 
proved the vaunted efficiency of her military machine, Prussia 
fell upon her neighbors, Saxony, Hanover, and Hesse, and soon 
put them out of action. Austria was successful against Italy, but 
she suffered a crushing defeat at the hands of Prussia in the Battle 
of Kdmggrfitz or Sadowa—and this defeat was decisive. The 
south German states were, meanwhile, also worsted, and soon after 
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Koniggr&tz sued for peace. Moltke with an army flushed with 
victory resolved to crown his triumph with the capture of Vienna. 

But here is where Bismarck intervened. War was but one— Bismarck'* 
albeit the most important one—of his instruments, and he knew Md7t? wn 
both when to use it and when to lay it aside. Thus, much to the cause8 
disgust of the army and against the inclination of the King, he 
insisted upon peace, even going so far as to threaten resignation if 
the King refused his wish; and in the end, though he was ill under 
the strain, Bismarck triumphed. The reasons for his moderation 
were threefold. In the first place, Bismarck knew that he had 
accomplished the purpose of the war - -their would be no longer 
any question of the elimination of Austria from Germany—and he 
did not wish to make a bitter and vengeful enemy. For that reason 
by the Treaty of Prague Austria was not required to cede an inch 
of territory to Prussia but only to pay a small indemnity. Prussia 
satisfied herself with various annexations—-Hanover, Hesse, Schles¬ 
wig, Holstein, etc., and with the stipulation that Austria should 
exclude herself from all German federations. To Italy, by the way, 
went Venetia, and, to please Napoleon, the Danes of north Schles¬ 
wig were to be allowed to vote their own disposition—though this 
provision was never fulfilled. In the second place, Bismarck did 
not wish too utterly to alienate the south German states whose 
inclusion, of course, would be needed for a united German nation. 

They, accordingly got off with small indemnities, and were actually 
allowed, if they chose, to form their own federation. A third reason 
for Bismarck's policy was Napoleon. The Emperor had offered his 
mediation, and might if he chose have attacked Prussia, if his 
terms were not accepted. When Bismarck, rejecting his terms 
(which will be noted again presently), bluffed Napoleon into think¬ 
ing that he might throw his army against France, he was taking a 
tremendous risk, for this was before the armistice, and Prussia was 
not in a condition to fight another enemy. But Napoleon did not 
call his bluff, and was ostensibly contented with the honor of 
mediation on terms already outlined by Bismarck. Still one can 
well understand why Bismarck was anxious to end the war before 
the Emperor should fully awaken to its consequences. 

Let us now survey the results of this momentous war. Prussia 
had aggrandized herself territorially; and incidentally we may note 
that the people of the territories annexed were not at all consulted 
as to their fate. Above all, Austria was thrust out of Germany (it 
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would mean eventually a new orientation of Austrian policy), 
and Prussia was able to form of her own free will the North German 
Confederation, embracing the German states north of the river 
Main. The constitution of this organization, which arranged for a 
bicameral legislature and which placed the controlling power in the 
hands of Prussia, became the model of the constitution for the 
future German Empire. The southern states were, for the present, 
not included, but we shall note that they soon became military 
allies. There was no question but that Prussia’s hegemony in 
Germany was established. It is obvious, too, that Germany’s 
unity was half won. The war also resulted in the furtherance of 
Italian unity, since Italy acquired Venetia. Finally, it led, as we 
shall see later, to a reconstitution of the Hapsburg monarchy. 
There never had been such an upheaval in central Europe, and 
henceforth, though Austria remained a Great Power, there was no 
question but that the center of political gravity in central Europe 
had shifted from Vienna to Berlin. 

Perhaps another result of the war was the discomfiture of France. 
It is clear enough that Napoleon’s calculations had been upset. He 
had thought to receive a titbit on the Rhine from an exhausted 
victor, whom he had expected to be Austria. But now, after 
Koniggratz, common sense should have told him that he could not 
exact anything. Unfortunately the Emperor was suffering so 
acutely from nephritis that he hardly knew what he was doing, 
and surrounded, as he was, by second-rate advisers (largely, of 
course, his own fault), he was liable to resort to the refuge of the 
sick, and consent to almost anything if only to be left in peace. 
When, accordingly, he asked among other things for a large slice 
of the Rhineland, it is no wonder that Bismarck remarked that he 
was talking as though Prussia had been beaten. When, after the 
armistice Napoleon renewed his demand, his ambassador made 
the mistake of putting it into writing. Bismarck, of course, de¬ 
clined it, but pocketed the document. Later Benedetti, the French 
ambassador, asked for Belgium, and the same procedure followed 
except that Bismarck simply gave an evasive answer, leaving open 
a lure which Napoleon might later follow. Whether the story be 
true that he extracted the written demand from a wastebasket 
after the interview was over, it at least sounds plausible, and is an 
interesting proof of the maxim that whenever you sup with the 
Devil you need a long spoon. At all events, the important thing is 
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that Bismarck had in his hand some damning evidence against 
France which he could use as he saw fit. It was his chief and im¬ 
mediate problem to conciliate the south German states, paving 
the way for their inclusion in a German empire under Prussia; and 
he knew that they were likely to turn to France, their historic 
protector. But now, by sheer luck, France had played into his 
hands. He proceeded, then, to publish the French demand for 
territory on the Rhine (which included, as a n atter of fact, a prov¬ 
ince of Bavaria); and now the south German states could see only 
too clearly that their Gallic fiiend lud betrayed them. After that 
it was not difficult for the North German Confederation to sign a 
series of treaties with the south Orman states which put their 
respective armies under Prussia’s military control. Now, in the 
event that Napoleon made war, he would face a united Germany. 

And now for Bismarck there was the problem of completing Bismarck 
German unity. And he reasoned that this could be done only by !I!^ roncf 
marshaling all Germans in a war with an outside power, and that, 
of course, meant France. Only by creating unity of sentiment, WararuHh* 
gained through having to fight a common foe, would the south of German 
German states be prepared for organic unity. Moreover, he real- Unity 
ized that France would never willingly permit the incorporation 
of these states; he had already pushed her just as far as French Causes of 
pride would permit. Thus the issue was clearly drawn. Bismarck 
had triumphed over liberalism, particularism, and Austrian dynas- War 
ticism; he had now to leap the one remaining barrier—the balance 
of power. It was his problem, therefore, to bring about war with 
France, and to do it in such a way that France would be isolated, 
and also made to wield the actual challenge. The Franco-Prussian 
War proceeded from two general causes: the settled policy of 
Bismarck, which required it as a means of unifying Germany, and 
the moral position of the Second Empire. It is to this latter that 
we must now give our attention. 

The decline of Napoleon III is so extraordinary that it may re- (*) 
quire a pathologist—perhaps even a psychoanalist—to provide a of the 
satisfactory explanation. His rise to his uncle’s position was a f^pire 
brilliant performance; his foreign policy up to 1861 was a striking 
success. He had made France the arbiter of Europe, he had made 
possible the unification of Roumania and Italy, he had gained two 
coveted territories for France, and he had raised the national 
prestige both in the Near and Far East. Of more moment, perhaps, 
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ho had given his country an unprecedented prosperity. Yet from 
1861 began the period of the Mexican expedition, of the foolish 
tampering with Poland, of the bungling policy toward German 
unity, and of the abysmal disaster of 1870. Napoleon was not a 
wizard, and he committed some sorry blunders during his prime, 
but it is hard to understand the growing unsteadiness of his hand. 
Perhaps a clue to his later failures may be found in the state of his 
health. His mentality, as well as his spirit, was undoubtedly 
affected by acute physical suffering. Yet we know also that the 
Emperor was too easy-going to be an accomplished autocrat (he 
lacked the flinty hardness of his uncle); he was too liable to be 
turned in a wrong direction; and some of his later misfortunes were 
due to early mistakes, which, like the proverbial “chickens,” 
“came home to roost.” 

A second problem which faces us is why the French people, fed 
by national triumphs and gorged, so to speak, by material gains, 
should have turned more and more against him. Perhaps it was 
this very fact of being prosperous that began to make men critical. 
Such had been the case in 1789. No doubt the liberals had wanted 
order, and most of them had found the taste of a republic much too 
rancid; but, on the other hand, they did not wholly relish being 
relegated to the background; and Napoleon’s henchmen as a rule 
were crafty adventurers like himself. Then, too, the French, having 
experienced so many vicissitudes, and having no longer that 
respect for the kingly office which at one time had covered a multi¬ 
tude of sins, were bound to put their sovereign under a very search¬ 
ing test. The very fact that Napoleon III was a usurper was, in a 
sense, an eternal challenge. There were always some keen in¬ 
tellects which had refused to accept Napoleon, and had never 
forgiven the Coup d’Etat. This revived liberalism did not make 
any great stir until the ’sixties, but when the Emperor’s policy, as 
for instance his commercial treaties, gave a handle for criticism, 
some of the liberals eagerly grasped it. Furthermore Napoleon had 
broken with the so-called Ultramontanes (the intensely Catholic 
faction of the old legitimist royalists, whose favor he had once 
purchased), 1 and he thus felt that he had to turn to the other 

1 The influence of this faction had run like a red thread through all hie foreign 
policy. He had turned his back on Italy partly because-of this influence; its hand is 
also to be noted in his support of the Christians in the Near East and in his patron¬ 
age of the Catholic Poles; and even his Mexican exploit had a slightly clerical 
aspect, since the Mexicans had confiscated the property of the Church, The Strang- 
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political pole, the liberal element, for support. Hence began the 
fulfillment of his dream of a “liberal empire,” In 1860 he allowed 
the chamber to reply to the address from the throne, thus enabling 
it to criticize the government's policy, and also gave it a limited 
publicity in debates; in 1861 he allowed it to examine the budget 
clause by clause; in 1867 he granted the right of interpellation 
(i.e. the right of a deputy to question any of the ministers); in 1868 
he allowed considerable freedom of press and association; finally in 
1870 he granted a responsible ministry. These concessions were 
too gradual to be appreciated, though, but for a national crisis, 
they might have prolonged for a time the life of the Empire. But, in 
the meantime, discontent had given impetus to republicanism, even 
socialism; and Napoleon had to grant virtual freedom to trade- 
unionism in the hope of keeping the proletariat loyal. But by 1866 
the Empire had worn itself threadbare, and masquerading in new 
clothes hardly helped it to recover respect. The defeat of a French 
army in Mexico erased all the memory of Solferino. The victories 
of Prussia had quite eclipsed the heir of Napoleon the Great. One 
saw only a sovereign prematurely old, an over-prominent clergy, an 
artificial and intriguing court, a corrupt bureaucracy, and an army 
that lived mainly on its past. If Napoleon had only found a really 
talented statesman to guide his faltering hand, he might yet have 
saved the Empire. But, as it was, his ministers were always quar¬ 
reling—a symptom of the autocrat's own decline—and, save for 
some jerky plunges, his policy became one of drift. The Paris 
exposition of 1867 was the Empire’s last splurge. The news of the 
execution of Maximilian, which came to becloud its festivities, was 
the shadow of the Emperor's own doom. 

There was no way to save the Empire from rotting away but to 
find some sort of elixir that would inject into it new life. Public 
opinion was deeply sensitive over the snubbing France had re¬ 
ceived after Sadowa. “The whole country,” wrote the Austrian 
ambassador, “is animated by a single feeling, and that is hatred of 
Prussia, Everywhere people are conscious of the mistakes that 

est part of the affair is that this party never forgave him for his show of independ¬ 
ence when he had come to the aid of Italy in 1859, and though he continued—-to the 
detriment of both his principles and his interests—to protect the pope, he never 
regained its loyalty. Napoleon, at heart a free thinker, should better, if he felt that 
he needed some active champions, have made a bid for the liberals at the beginning 
of his reign. This, however, would have entailed a limitation on his own authority, 
ftnd he was too distrustful of liberalism to take such a risk. Probably his initial 
mistake had been in believing that he needed the backing of any faction at all. 
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have been made and of the opportunity that will never return, 
They yearn for a spectacular revenge.” At the very least they must 
have something as “compensation.” Hence, Napoleon’s unlucky 
plunges—and proportionately great losses. In 1867 he nearly got 
Luxemburg (which Holland was willing to sell), but German 
opinion was roused, and Napoleon, not wanting a war, 1 beat a 
rather ungraceful retreat. Then began some parleying with Austria 
over an alliance that would somehow get for France the left bank 
of the Rhine. Conscious of moral bankruptcy, the government was 
clutching at straws. Such was the national psychology during 
these years following Sadowa that another affront from Bismarck 
was certain to produce an explosion. 

(S) And such was the France whom Bismarck intended to harry 

pdic^—tiie ln ^° war * His opportunity came with the “Hohenzollern candi- 

ErnljUrigue ^ ac y*” Spain, having a vacant throne to fill, offered it to young 
Leopold of Sigmaringen, a Hohenzollern cousin of the King of 
Prussia. Since France, on learning of the affair, made plain her 
disapproval, and since William did not want to be embroiled over 
family interests, Leopold, who was bound by strict family discipline 
to the head of the family, declined the honor—declined, in fact, 
three times. But Bismarck had seen his chance. If he could only 
get a Hohenzollern on the throne of Spain, it would mean to hem 
in France on two sides, or if, as was probable, she should object, 
it would mean war. He found it difficult to win over the King, but 
he finally succeeded; then he prompted another invitation to 
Leopold, and this time the prince accepted. As might be expected, 
public opinion in France at once blew up. Realizing, however, that 
there was justice in its indignation, William was glad when the 
prince once more declined the throne. It was for France, of course, 
a diplomatic triumph. Bismarck was so depressed at losing his 
war that he wrote in his memoirs, “My first idea was to retire from 
the service, because ... I perceived in this extorted submission a 
humiliation of Germany for which I did not desire to be respon¬ 
sible.^ All should then have been well, but the fools who swayed the 
decrepit emperor were bent on “rubbing it in.” Benedetti was 
sent to Ems, where the King was taking the waters, to extract from 
him the promise that he would pledge himself never to allow the 

1 The French writer, Joseph Reinach, considered that even now Napoleon's devo¬ 
tion to the principle of nationality made him complaisant toward German national¬ 
ism. At all events, it seems clear that he himself did not want war. 
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candidacy to be renewed. William would, of course, not grant so 
foolish a demand, and hence he told Benedetti that he regarded 
the incident as closed, and he later sent word to the Ambassador 
(who was expecting another interview) that he had nothing further 
to say. He then telegraphed to Bismarck the substance of the 
affair, and authorized him to publish the message if he chose. 

Moltke and Roon were dining with Bismarck when the message 
was brought in. They were all in the deepest gloom and the tele¬ 
gram only added to it. Then Bismarck suddenly saw his opportu¬ 
nity. Without changing the actual meaning of the telegram, he 
condensed it in such a manner as to make it appear that the King 
had given the Ambassador a sharp lebuff. “You have turned a 
retreat into an offensive,” cried Moltke in high glee. Bismarck 
then sent the garbled version to the press. Paris at once went wild. 

There were shouts of “Vive la guerre!” on the boulevards, and at 
the opera that night the Marseillaise was sung—the first time since 
the founding of the Second Empire. For a moment the government 
hesitated, for it was by no means apparent that public opinion, in 
general, wanted war. But the hot-heads eventually triumphed. 

On July 19, 1870 France declared war on Prussia. 

The Franco-Prussian War was, on France’s part, a case of Frame's 
political suicide. The French army had nothing in its favor but its /mwa™ 
optimism. Its equipment was defective, for the liberals when they 
got control of the budget had refused to make it good. The minister 
of war had said that the army was “ready down to the last but¬ 
ton”; it was nearer the truth to say that it had no buttons at all. 

Militarily unprepared, France was no more ready for war diplo¬ 
matically, Bismarck had squared the Russian foreign minister 
by promising to connive at Russia’s repudiation of the Treaty 
of Paris—a favor of which Gorchakov very soon availed him¬ 
self. Austria was friendly to France, but no alliance had been 
made, and Italy was still smarting from a French frustration of a 
Garibaldean attack on Rome. Great Britain was not even benevo¬ 
lently neutral when Bismarck had sent to the London Times the 
proof of Napoleon’s designs on Belgium. Thus France was isolated, 
and to all appearances was responsible for the war. 

The Franco-Prussian War was one of the most one-sided con- The Franco* 
flicts in history. In numbers, 1 generalship, and military organiza- wa* mn 
tion and equipment Prussia had an overwhelming supremacy. 

i Prussia could command, in round numbers, 450,000 against France’s 300,000. 
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The confusion which prevailed in the French army when forced to 
resist invasion almost passed belief. The invaders drove one French 
force into Metz where it was effectually bottled up, while the other 
was speedily routed in the Battle of Sedan. When this army car 
pitulated, Napoleon himself was taken prisoner along with more 
than 80,000 men. No one was surprised when Paris proclaimed a 
republic, September 4, 1870. The Second Empire had collapsed 
ingloriously in a national crisis. 

A second period of the war, however, now commenced, and 
under the organizing genius of a committee of national defense and 
the patriotic leadership of Gambetta (a vigorous opponent of the 
Empire in its later years) the French put up an heroic resistance 
against insurmountable odds. The Prussians marched on Paris, 
and the new French levies battered vainly against the impenetrable 
iron ring which beset the city. Paris finally capitulated after a 
siege of nearly four months; the preliminaries of peace were ratified 
by a national assembly; and the definitive Treaty of Frankfort was 
signed on February 26,1871. France surrendered Alsace (save the 
fortified town of Belfort) and most of Lorraine; she also agreed to 
pay within five years an indemnity of a billion dollars, pending 
which a German army was to occupy the country. Few had any 
thought now of Napoleon, who with the Empress had passed into 
exile in England, where he died two years later. 

As Bismarck had intended, the unity of Germany was consum¬ 
mated by the war. On January 18, 1871, in the Hall of Mirrors 
in the famous palace of Versailles William I was proclaimed Ger¬ 
man emperor. There was not a murmur in the general ac clama tion 
with which Germans now accepted the leadership of Prussia. And 
since in the enlarged federation Prussia would continue to hold 
the dominant position, the German nation would soon adopt the 
Prussian standard of a militarized and paternalistic state. Germany 
was not only unified but Prussianized. Italy also completed her 
unification, for when France had withdrawn her garrison from 
Rome to aid in the national defense, the Italians entered Rome 
without difficulty mid made it their capital. Another result of the 
war was the emergence in international politics of the question of 
Alsace-Lorraine. Without sympathizing unduly with France for 
the loss of the provinces which supplied most of her minerals and 
for the gaping wound which it tore in her side, one must note that 
the seizure of these provinces was in flagrant violation of the new 
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principle of nationality, for even the Alsatians, Germans as they 
were by race and language, had for the most part been assimilated 
to France in the two centuries of French rule; and furthermore 
(judging this action now from a practical standpoint also) to a 
proud people like the French, whatever their responsibility for the 
war, a punishment like this was bound to affect the general peace 
of Europe. Finally, a result of the war was the disturbance of the 
balance of power. The German Empire was so powerful that with¬ 
out a makeweight her position in Europe, especially under the 
military traditions of Prussia, was ominous for the future. 

And on the other side uf Germany a future ally was setting her 
house in order. 


The Makng of Austria-Hungary 

The fundamental weakness of the Hapsburg monarchy had been The 
clearly enough revealed during the mid-century upheaval. Yet fhf^ud °* 
Austria tried to delude herself by going back to the old system of Monarch v 
autocracy, even making it, as far as Hungary was concerned, 
more rigid than ever. For more than a decade after her defeat in 
1849 Hungary was nothing more than a fragment of the Austrian 
Empire, autocratically governed from Vienna. 

But the Magyars were fortunate in that their extremists—men The rdle 
like Kossuth—had been broken by defeat, and that most of them 0 * Dedk 
were in exile. A more moderate party buoyed up the national 
hopes—a party that was prepared to extort concessions by peaceful 
means, and believed also in maintaining the integrity of the em¬ 
pire. The leader of this group was Francis Deak, a man of great 
personal popularity. Deak was a Magyar nobleman, a lawyer by 
profession, and a politician by force of circumstances. He was not 
an impressive debater but exerted an influence through his power 
in conversation and the impression of sincerity and rugged com¬ 
mon sense which he invariably inspired. He managed to keep 
entirely free of conspiracy, and his patience and intelligence were 
always a great asset in dealing with the rather stupid bureaucrats 
who managed things at Vienna. 

But in the furtherance of their cause the Magyars were particu- Austria's^ 
larly lucky in the misfortunes which befell the dynasty. Aus- heart* 
tria’s defeats in the War of Italian Independence operated to their 
advantage in two ways. In the first place it drew the Hapsburgs 
away from trying to maintain their power at a distance from the 
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center of their dominions, and in the second place it proved to 
Francis Joseph that Austria could not retain the position of a Great 
Power as long as she was a prey to internal discord. The Magyars 
had not been loyal during this crisis, and had either of her wars 
lasted longer, Austria would probably have had to face another rev¬ 
olution. Fortunately Francis Joseph, though not endowed with 
great talent, was a person who could learn by experience, and he 
had a certain forbearance which made it possible for him to deal 
with different racial temperaments and complicated problems. It 
was after the Italian War that he resolved to change a system 
that had worked only injury to his dynasty and his realm. 

At first it seemed that there were two alternative schemes by 
which the Hapsburg empire could be reconstituted. One—which 
seemed to accord best with a country composed of eleven national¬ 
ities—was a system of federalism, the essence of which was home 
rule for each of the nationalities and a general parliament for 
imperial concerns. The other was the retention of the centralist or 
unitary system with the qualification that representation in a 
common parliament should be based on population without regard 
to nationalist lines. Each of these schemes was tried, but neither 
was successful, partly because of faults in their working out, but 
mainly because of Magyar opposition. Hungary repudiated both 
experiments because neither would give her an influence greater 
than that of any one of the other nationalities, and she had been 
accustomed to regard her Croats, Slovaks, and Roumans as in¬ 
feriors. De&k then proposed in 1865 a third scheme—the principle 
of dualism. The ancient kingdom of Hungary should recover its 
separate existence and individuality and even acquire an enhanced 
importance, but at the same time should be bound to the rest of 
the empire—that is, Austria—by ties that would enable the com¬ 
mon ruler to stand for a united nation in the world at large. The 
negotiations between Vienna and Budapest were interrupted by 
the Seven Weeks’ War, but when Austria met with decisive defeat 
at Sadowa, the Emperor without hesitation surrendered to Hun¬ 
gary's demands. The result was the establishment of the Dual 
Monarchy. 

The Ausgktch or Compromise of 1867 represented a system of 
government quite unique in the history of politics. It created a tie 
almost as loose as a personal union, but not quite, for it provided a 
machinery that was intended to promote a measure of co-operation, 
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though substantially the two pillars of the system, Austria and Character 
Hungary, were two independent states. Each had its own consti- Ausgieich 
tution, ministry, parliament, administration, and postal and mone¬ 
tary systems, but under the common sovereign was an imperial 
ministry; and the acts of this ministry were supervised (not con- 
troled) by two bodies known as the delegations, one Austrian, one 
Hungarian, each meeting separately and conferring with the other 
by parallel communications, one in the German, the other in the 
Magyar language. Though by virtue of such conferences a certain 
accord might be reached m general policy, the initiative really 
reposed in the foreign minister (the only important member of 
the common ministry), who was appointed by and responsible to 
the emperor-king Finally some important matters lay entirely 
outside the scope of the imperial machinery. Questions of an 
economic nature, such as the tariff, were settled at ten-year in¬ 
tervals by direct negotiation between the two states. Since the 
apportionment of the burden of national defense had thus to be 
regulated, it was every ten years a matter of considerable friction; 
while actual sums to be voted by each parliament for common 
needs were generally settled by parleys between the two premiers— 
a procedure quite outside the imperial constitution. Thus the de¬ 
fect of the system was the want of sufficient unity to make for 
harmony. The chief bond was, in fact, the sovereign—emperor 
in Austria and king in Hungary, and crowned in both countries. 

Subject to certain limitations, his power was practically that of an 
autocrat still. 

It is obvious that such a system was fair only to the Germans Effects 
and the Magyars, the other nationalities having no separate recog- A^ieich 
nition. The Croats were, however, so important that Hungary 
felt compelled to grant them a measure of autonomy in the Com¬ 
promise of 1868. The disappointment of the Czechs was manifested 
by a demand for a separate state on a par with Austria and Hun¬ 
gary, and though Francis Joseph consented to their demand, such 
a stir was made by the Magyars, who feared for the effect on their 
own nationalities, that the Emperor retracted his promise. Since 
the new constitution of Hungary gave the Magyars a much greater 
ascendancy in Hungary than the new constitution of Austria gave 
the Germans in Austria, there was a growing tendency for Hungary 
(who certainly bore a less equitable share in the common financial 
burdens) to become the more powerful partner in the Dual Mon* 
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archy. The Magyars not only freed themselves from German rule; 
they became slightly the dominant people of the Hapsburg realm. 
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D. In Italy 

The proletariat; The peasantry. 
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Measure of the social state; Question of birth control 
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Some preliminary distinctions; Meaning of nationalism; Objects of 
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In the growing complexity of civilization in the Dynamic Age 
there stand out certain forces which have profoundly affected 
human relationships. Science has enlightened the world as never 
before and has revolutionized industry to an extent never dreamed 
of in the days which immediately followed the Industrial Revolu¬ 
tion. The world of business has come to rest on a firmer basis 
and even the modern state has grown in strength—though not 
with a corresponding breadth of outlook on the world. The 
masses have become more thoroughly self-conscious, and the prin¬ 
ciple of the social state has come into general adoption. Also the 
gradual lessening of physical labor through the steady develop¬ 
ment of machine production and the moral liberation of the masses 
from the grip of the upper strata of society have released a new 
factor in human affairs—public opinion. The operation of these 
forces has given rise to new problems, new experiments, new dan¬ 
gers. The Dynamic Age is an age of adjustment, and in the end it 
may turn out to be more revolutionary than any previous age. 
We are here suggesting some of the vital changes that have taken 
place, though problems are left unsolved for subsequent genera¬ 
tions. Later we shall discuss the great catastrophe which befell 
civilization—the Great War— and the effects which it has seemed to 
produce. But even this colossal disaster has not seriously inter¬ 
rupted the period of transition we have called the Dynamic Age. 

The Scientific Revolution and the Recasting of the 
Economic Order 

It is always a question when the term “revolution” should be 
applied; and in the field of science it may be recalled that the dis¬ 
coveries of Copernicus, Newton, and others were revolutionary in 
their influence on preconceived theories, When the Church had 
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been shorn of its reputation for omniscience, the mind was at last 
released to do its own thinking. Perhaps this phase of the Renais¬ 
sance, which we have already discussed, was the greatest intel¬ 
lectual revolution. But the marvelous discoveries of the nineteenth 
century have altered so completely man’s conception of himself 
and the world about him that one may properly use the term, the 
“ Scientific Revolution.” And it is a revolution that under modem 
conditions may be expected to go on as long is there is a human 
mind to function. We shall here differentiate between those basic 
discoveries which revamped or augmented the old sciences, with 
all the significance which they seemed to have for man, and the 
great continuous rush of mechanics! inventions that has had a 
direct bearing on his economic life. 

The origins of what we have called the Scientific Revolution 
may doubtless be found in that general stimulation of mental 
effort which embraced both the French and Industrial Revolutions. 
The generation which lived after these profound changes would 
naturally be spurred to greater exertions. The struggling scientist 
had now a greater confidence in the outcome of his labors as well as 
a more appreciative world in which to work. Then it should be 
added that the advances already made in the technique of produc¬ 
tion suggested further elaboration and new devices for turning out 
goods more cheaply and more quickly than could be done by hand. 
But the initial phase of the revolution (which began before what 
we have called the ‘‘Dynamic Era”) had not so much a practical 
end in view as a desire simply to know the truth about nature, 
man, and the universe. 

With the further advance of science the biblical account of crea¬ 
tion as a direct and instantaneous act of the Divine Creator was 
one of the concepts first impeached. As far back as 1755 the French 
scientist, Laplace, had propounded the theory that the earth, 
like other planets, was the result of the compression of some of the 
gaseous nebula of which the solar system was found to be composed. 
The objections to the theory are of less importance than the fact 
that Science was feeling her way to a sounder view of the great 
and eternal “Cause.” Hence, to bridge the span of time from the 
birthday of the earth to the period of human activity became a 
fascinating field for geologists, and forty years after Laplace’s 
treatise a Scotsman, James Hutton, contended that the present 
form of the earth was the result of a gradual process and that of 
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its beginnings he found “no trace.” The ways in which gradual 
changes had occurred through thousands of millions of years was 
set forth at length by an English geologist, Sir Charles Lyell, in 
1830-3. The very fact that sea-shells were found at great distance 
from the sea and even at high altitudes, and that human and 
animal fossils were found deeply embedded in rock were evidence, 
it seemed, of the great vistas of time that had preceded the dawn of 
history. The great antiquity of the earth seemed now established. 

As the science of geology was revolutionized, so also, in course 
of time, was that of biology. As the earth had grown gradually to 
its present state, so had animals and plants come gradually to 
assume their present forms. In the latter part of the eighteenth 
century the French naturalist, Buffon, had reasoned that man had 
evolved from a lower species, and another Frenchman, Lamarck, 
advanced the theory that the whole animal world had developed 
from lower forms. Lyell's work gave new impetus to the study of 
this problem, and in the middle of the nineteenth century Alfred 
Wallace and Charles Darwin, working independently, arrived at 
what is known as the theory of evolution. Man and other animals 
and likewise plants have come up through various forms from crude 
beginnings, a surviving species having in each case a variant which 
had enabled it to surmount the dangers and accidents of life. It 
was the theory of the “survival of the fittest,” as Wallace ex¬ 
pressed it. Many of Darwin's conclusions had been reached 
during a visit to South America where he found the fossils of 
many extinct animals and where he was able to note also the 
conditions that had produced the degeneration or gradual extinc¬ 
tion of certain species. Everywhere he was struck with the struggle 
between men and plants and the struggle of both with nature. 
Though some of Darwin's views, as expounded in his Origin of 
Species (1859), have since been disputed, his main thesis has been 
held by scientists ever since; and even the world of religion, though 
bitterly hostile at first, has gradually come to accept its basic 
truth. Incidentally, the notion of historical evolution came to have 
a greater significance, and the idea that our present conceptions 
and institutions were derived from an earlier stage of civilization 
tended to give the modern scholar a broader and more tolerant 
outlook on society. Subsequent to this startling revelation in 
biology emerged the new science of psychology, examining and 
explaining human behavior. 
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Among the greatest strides in the nineteenth century were those Progress 
in the field of medicine, using the term broadly. The discovery of 
microscopic animal organisms called germs or bacteria explained 
the source of many diseases, and building on this knowledge, 
scientists were able by experiment to utilize the so-called anti¬ 
toxins, which the toxins or poisons arising from the activities of 
the bacteria had produced. This led to the study of preventive 
medicine, already foreshad¬ 
owed before the germ theory ygj ^ 

vaccine to combat smallpox. 

Soon diphtheria, tetanus, ty- 

phoid fever, and other dis- 1 ygWwto ^ 

eases yielded to treatment by V d 

serums. One of the pioneers t Sy 

in this field was the French , ^ j 

chemist, Loms Pasteur, who i 
by experimentation found the 

scourge that was infesting the 

silk worms of southern France 

and threatening the silk in- 4 

dustry with ruin. A study of 

dietetics also enriched the *** * «m *s 

science of medicine, which j j ' ' ^ K 

came to depend less and less Lord Lister 

on the efficacy of drugs to cure 

disease. Meanwhile diagnosis had been aided by the invention 
of the X-ray and other explorative devices, and surgery had 
similarly progressed. The use of anesthetics about the middle 
of the century proved one of the greatest blessings to human¬ 
ity. And in 1876 a British physician, Joseph Lister, gave 
the world the knowledge of antisepsis—methods of guarding 
wounds from attack by virulent bacteria and thus lessening the 
chances of infection. It goes without saying that these discoveries 
not only materially reduced suffering but greatly lowered the 
death rate. Life was longer in the aggregate and considerably 
more painless than it had been a century ago. As a great physician, 

Sir William Osier, has well said “Measure as we may the progress 
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of the world—materially in the advantages of steam, electricity, 
and the mechanical appliances; intellectually in the diffusion of 
education; morally in the possibly higher standard of ethics—there 
is no one measure that can compare with the decrease of physical 
suffering in man, woman, and child when stricken by disease or 
accident. This is the one fact of supreme personal import to every 
one of us. This is the Promethean gift of the century to man.” 

We can hardly take space to record the marvels of astronomy 
during this period, though it may be remarked that the immensity 
of the universe as compared with the tiny planet on which we 
live is more staggering to the comprehension than the billion or 
more years that the earth has run. Of much more direct importance 
has been the revolution in the physical sciences—in particular in 
physics. Early in the nineteenth century the so-called atomic 
theory was advanced by John Dalton, an English chemist, and has 
since been generally accepted. It is believed that matter is not 
inert, as it appears, but is made up of countless atoms; and for a 
long time it was thought that the atom was the smallest particle 
into which matter was divided. In 1897 Pierre and Marie Curie 
in discovering a new element, radium, paved the way for the dis¬ 
covery that smaller than the atom was the “ electron,” as it is 
called, which, as physicists have ascertained, revolves about the 
core of the atom, known as the nucleus. These electrons are neg¬ 
ative charges of electricity, and they prove that matter is perpet¬ 
ually in motion. Thus the seemingly inanimate rock is in a con¬ 
stant state of activity. It is by the combining of different atoms 
that chemists have been able to make different substances, such 
as alcohol, indigo, and numerous dyes, which were once derived 
only from vegetation. Phosphorus and diamonds may also be 
made, and artificial manures are commonly used for fertilization 
of the soil. In learning the nature of heat, light, and sound, physics 
kept pace with chemistry in adding to our knowledge. Moreover, 
that mysterious force we call electricity was finally made applicable 
to human use. In 1831 an English physicist, Michael Faraday, 
worked out the principle of the dynamo by which electric energy 
may be generated; and, after long experimenting, it gave rise to 
the electric motor, which runs trolleys, elevators, and even some¬ 
times trains. The transmission of electricity by means of wires 
rendered it possible for a factory using this particular kind of power 
to be located without reference to the mines; and the value of water 
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power in generating electricity brought about in many cases a 
return to the sites where mills used to be found in the early days 
of the Industrial Revolution. Meanwhile coal came to find a com¬ 
petitor in oil, and the invention, or rather the perfecting, of the 
interna] combustion en¬ 
gine (1895) opened the 
way for a cheaper form 
of motive power—cheaper 
because it requires less 
in bulk to provide the 
needed power. It is this 
engine that is used to 
propel automobiles and 
airplanes. Interestingly 
enough, too, the increas¬ 
ing use of oil, especially 
in transportation, led to 
the building up of one of 
the greatest industries in 
the world, and demand 
for oil has widened the 
scope of international ri¬ 
valry. It is worth while 
also to recall that meth¬ 
ods of illumination under¬ 
went vast change within the memory of a generation—first ker¬ 
osene, then gas, then electricity; though, obviously, much of Eu¬ 
rope has yet to experience the complete evolution. 

Meanwhile, parallel with the discovery of a new means of fur¬ 
nishing power one must bear in mind the continual flow of new 
machines and the improvement of old ones. The improved print¬ 
ing-press, the sewing-machine, photography (which goes back to 
the twenties), the machine for making matches, the Bessemer 
process of smelting, and modern methods of refrigeration are only 
a few of the marvels of the period. The adapting of rubber to com¬ 
mercial uses (thanks initially to the experiments of Charles Good¬ 
year in 1839) not only furnished water-proof articles of many sorts, 
but provided one of the foundations of the automobile industry; 
and the rubber industry is now one of the greatest in the world. 
In every phase of society invention showed its mark. Business 
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was facilitated by the typewriter, the adding machine, and even 
the phonograph. Agriculture was made simpler and more profitable 
by the reaping machine and the tractor, and chemical fertilization 
made possible a more intensive cultivation of the soil. Punishment 
of crime was facilitated by the dictograph and by the scientific 
study of finger-prints. Even new amusements were eventually 
found through the cinema and the radio, both of which also have 
an educational value. And naturally enough, the capacity of 
industry was many times augmented by new and better machines. 

Simultaneous with the progress of production was that of trans¬ 
portation. As the century wore on, Europe had become covered 
with a network of railways, and the work of canal construction 
had also proceeded. Of immense importance to world trade have 
been the Suez Canal, opened in 1869, and the Panama Canal, 
which was completed in 1914. The speed and safety of sea travel 
were also greatly enhanced. As late as 1870 most of the merchant 
fleets of the world were sailing-vessels, but from that time on the 
steamer has rapidly displaced them, and already iron had taken 
the place of wood in ship-construction. Before the Great War 
tremendous liners—great floating hotels—were traversing the seas. 
Meanwhile, just as the trolley (known in England as the “tram”) 
had made for easier and more rapid communication between a 
city and its suburbs, so the automobile, which came into practical 
use toward the close of the century, brought the country nearer 
to the towns, and rapidly became a medium for the circulation 
of goods. About the same time aviation became a basis of ex¬ 
periment, and since the War it has offered the quickest service for 
travelers between the larger towns of Europe, though for com¬ 
mercial purposes it is still limited for the most part to carrying 
mail. It is confidently predicted that a still more rapid service 
will be possible in the so-called “stratosphere”—that aerial zone 
ten miles above the earth which the Swiss scientist, Piccard, first 
penetrated in 1931. 

The improvement in methods of communication is notable in 
other ways than quicker means of travel. During the middle of 
the nineteenth century the electric telegraph appeared, and in 
1866 the first cable was laid between Europe and America. Then 
in the ’seventies came the telephone, and in the last decade of the 
century, wireless telegraphy, made practicable by the work of the 
Italian inventor, Marconi. This discovery led to others—the 
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wireless telephone, the radio, television, and even the photograph¬ 
ing (by wireless) of objects at a distance. The printing-press has 
also marched with the times. By invention of the linotype the 
process of composition was able to keep pace with that of produc¬ 
tion, and the great modern presses provide even for the cutting 
and folding of paper by machinery. It has been said than an hour 
after an important event has happened, the newsboy is shouting 
it on the streets. 

The effect of all these changes has been to make the world in 
effect much smaller, and civilization more diffused. Nothing hap¬ 
pens in any comer of the world that is not known in another corner 
of it in a short space of time. Business transactions can be made 
with great rapidity through the telegraph or telephone. Capital 
was so easily and so profusely invested in foreign lands and the 
world had become so inter-dependent for the satisfaction of its 
needs that in 1900 one might have felt that a great war was in¬ 
conceivable. Close communications were also, to all appearances, 
making for mutual sympathy and understanding. The greater 
strength of that counter-force, aggressive nationalism, will furnish 
us with one of the clues to the basic instability of the economic 
order. 

It may be said that the steady stream of inventions was both The problem 
a cause and an effect of the development of a more scientific man- rijrganim^ 
agement in business. It was a result in that need of quicker and tion 
cheaper service had stimulated invention and required a more 
scientific management of enterprises. It was the cause insofar as 
it enabled and instigated competent men in business to achieve 
this quicker and cheaper service. Certainly the means which 
chemistry discovered of utilizing mineral supplies greatly aided 
the promotion of industry. But the organizing skill which has so 
ably recast the economic order proceeded fundamentally from the 
limitless possibilities opened long ago by the Industrial Revolution. 

The inauguration of large-scale production suggested at once the 
widening of the market. The remarkable growth of population in 
the nineteenth century (which we have already noted) meant the 
creation of more workers and more consumers. A more immediate 
cause of this rationalization of industry was the realization that 
competition limited profits and involved needless waste of energy 
and capital. The old saying that “ competition is the life of trade” 
had a sound element of truth, for it often spurred the manufacturer 
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to the greatest possible care in turning out his product and it in¬ 
spired the merchant to give the best possible service to his cus¬ 
tomer. But competition often meant the possession of so little 
capital on the part of the producer that the consumer was not 
really as well served as he would have been, had competition 
yielded in a measure to co-operation—for the larger the business, 
generally speaking the better able it is to exact a small profit on 
the particular article sold. It was also difficult for the producer for 
a wide competitive market to know how much to produce; the ex¬ 
tent of the competition was always an unknown quality, to be 
guessed at best; and the consequent tendency was overproduction, 
with resultant ruin or at least depression. Moreover, under the 
competitive system there has often been an undue risk in starting 
an establishment* A depression in England during the 'thirties 
was ascribed by a contemporary solely to the fact that “ British 
manufacturers have gone far beyond their rivals abroad in the rash¬ 
ness with which factories have been multiplied." Finally, competi¬ 
tion often led to destructive underselling. It was to prevent this 
cut-throat competition that informal price-agreements became 
common among large industrial concerns—the first step toward the 
emergence of the “cartel," which we shall note as the loosest form 
of trust. 

It is obvious that individualism in business had to yield in a 
measure to some sort of industrial concentration. The economic 
reorganization which was devised in order to get the most value 
out of an expanding market and insure the maximum profit has 
come to be known by the term, “rationalization." It involved the 
rise of what is known as the “ corporation," which insured a greater 
supply of capital and the possession of more and more capital as 
needed; a tendency to dominate the market by the creation of 
some species of monopoly; the employment of experts to reduce 
costs and in general to make a study of the problems of production 
and consumption; and the establishment of bureaus of research 
to develop mechanical devices that would facilitate production. 
Not all these aspects of rationalization are found everywhere 
present, for circumstances often prevent its complete realization, 
but all these aspects made themselves felt toward the close of 
the nineteenth century. It is these aspects which we must now 
take time to consider. 

The corporation had the advantage over the traditional stock 
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company in that liability was limited to the proportional invest¬ 
ment of each of the share-holders. Thus the risk involved was less. 
It had a still more obvious advantage over the individual producer 
in that it could more readily attract capital from without, its 
managing personnel could more easily change, and it facilitated a 
linking with other enterprises—in other words the creation of a 
trust. It may be added that the rise of the corporation dating from 
about the middle of the century, is not always included by scholars 
as part of the process of rationalization (a term which has come 
into use since the Great War), but it was at least a necessary step 
to scientific organization. There was rationalization of a sort before 
the term came into use. 

Schemes for regulating the market through some form of mo¬ 
nopoly also appeared during the period, and the tendency has been 
growing ever since. It is thus that we have the rise of the so-called 
“trust,” which implies, as Hobson says, “a consolidation of capital 
within a trade that is large enough and strong enough to control to 
an appreciable extent the supply and the selling-price of the articles 
with which it deals.” Trusts or combinations are divided fun¬ 
damentally into two kinds—the vertical and the horizontal. The 
former signifies consolidation under a single management of differ¬ 
ent industries which in some way contribute to produce a certain 
commodity. The cost of paper induced a British press organization 
(of which Lord Northcliffe was the leading spirit) to erect mills in 
Newfoundland for the manufacture of cellulose and paper. The 
latter and more common type (the horizontal) is a combination of 
different firms in the same industry for the control of the market. 
The horizontal trust may take the form of complete amalgamation 
through interlocking directorates or through the control of the 
greater proportion of the stock of one company by another or 
simply through agreements between independent companies in 
the matter of the standard of goods, the extent of the output, the 
geographical division of the market, and (above all) the prices to 
be charged. This latter type, which assumes the independence of 
the different companies, is known as the “cartel,” and is com¬ 
monest in Germany. As a result of agreement between some of the 
larger coal companies in Germany each company was limited in its 
production according to the size of its pits and the amount of cap¬ 
ital invested, and prices were determined respectively for competi¬ 
tive zones, for non-competitive zones, and for foreign markets. 



518 


A SHORT HISTORY OF MODERN EUROPE 


There were also international agreements such as those which 
produced the International Steel Cartel in 1926, and the price of 
all the important raw materials have come to be regulated in this 
way. By 1928 the Swedish Match Trust came to control eighty 
per cent of the world's production of matches. In France, as dis¬ 
tinguished from most European countries, the independent pro¬ 
ducer is still predominant, and where there are corporations 
agreements have been mainly for the purpose of general policy. 
In England also the movement toward concentration has been slow, 
for as long as her manufacturers had the benefit of free trade they 
got most of their raw materials from abroad at small expense; 
and there has always been considerable popular prejudice against 
trusts, the consumer fearing that the cost of living would thereby 
be raised. It is, of course, true that monopoly of the market may 
lead to the charging of exorbitant prices, but unless the market is 
international, the trust has always to consider the point where it 
may be undersold by a foreign competitor. The British trusts, 
which are more favorable to a common management (though there 
are some agreements between independent companies) have a 
dominating position in the market for several industries, such as 
thread, salt, soda, whisky, tobacco, and locomotives. One might 
mention as other examples of the general movement toward in¬ 
dustrial consolidation during the period the rail and bank mergers 
and what is known as the chain store. Another way of restricting 
competition, though not of necessity implying any monopoly, was 
through the rise of the now-familiar “ department store." 

The development of scientific management, through the em¬ 
ployment of technical experts, who study severally the productive 
capacity of the enterprise, its problem of reducing costs, and the 
best way of capturing the market, is the very essence of rational¬ 
isation. Besides the salaried directing board (representing the 
combination of manufacturers and financiers) we now find the 
technical expert, who is nowadays versed in the “science of man¬ 
agement." It was an American expert, trained by practical ex¬ 
perience, F. W. Taylor by name, who made a special study of the 
means of getting the greatest productivity from labor. Taylor 
began life as a common laborer but rose to be an engineer in a great 
steel foundry. In 1913 he published a book on the science of 
management, and his thesis was that every kind of work, however 
simple, could be made more effective through scientific study. 
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The time that every act should take should, in his opinion, be 
carefully measured. Assuming that the ordinary workman was 
slow and indifferent and that it was possible to “speed him up,” 
he suggested several means by which this end could be secured. 
He believed that each worker should have a definite task to per¬ 
form within a given time and should be remunerated according 
to the quantity of his output rather than the length of time ex¬ 
pended, and that the accuracy of his work should also be propor¬ 
tionately rewarded. Not only the psychology of the workman 
but also his environment was carefully considered by those who 
followed in Taylor’s footstep. It is said that improvement in 
lighting alone increased the productivity of workmen in certain 
factories by forty per cent. Some of Taylor’s methods arc now 
deemed obsolete, as more and more labor has come to be absorbed 
by mechanical agencies; yet his fundamental ideas have held their 
ground. Another and more important method of insuring greater 
profits is the common device, known as “mass production.” This 
experiment (which is obviously not new but has now become more 
general, through American inspiration), signifies turning out 
identical articles in great bulk—a method which greatly simplifies 
the problem of machine capacity. When a number of independent 
firms agree on the same type of article, the element of competition 
in variety or quality is thereby removed. According to a recent 
writer, “from the point of view of production the most direct 
advantage of standardization is that it enables articles to be 
manufactured continuously. The production in large quantities of 
articles of uniform pattern obviates the necessity of continuous 
changes in the set-up of machines and economies in the use of 
capital equipment.” Another aspect of industrial technique is the 
study of the market, and here is where sales psychology has proved 
of great service. At a time when problems of public health attract 
a good deal of attention it is found useful to represent a soap as 
“life-giving” or a cigarette as not producing a cough. The public 
is very susceptible to propaganda of all kinds. It is also often 
captivated through the senses—hence the device of decorating 
shop windows or providing attractive containers for commodities 
for sale. Such devices may actually add to the cost of an article 
but produce a greater demand in spite of the fact. While fore¬ 
casting the market always plays an important part in determining 
the volume of production, it is nevertheless deemed important to 
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“create demand”; and advertising is a science in itself—a sort of 
branch of social psychology. Many of its manifestations are ex¬ 
perimental and sometimes foolish, but there is a general belief 
that advertising pays.” 

Finally, some firms have gone so far as to establish laboratories 
as part of their capital equipment. Here men of inventive ability 
may study new ways of using chemistry to promote the industry 
or specialists in engineering may experiment with a view of sim¬ 
plifying or perfecting machinery in operation. No longer is it 
deemed sufficient to wait for the individual inventor or for the 
chance results of university research. One might almost say that 
men are now required to invent by order. And even if a firm does 
not itself finance research, it may employ specialists to advise the 
management on the relation of its particular problems to the dis¬ 
coveries made available by public institutions. 

(/) Some of the economic results of this rationalization of industry 

conomic jj ave b een indicated. Greater profits have been obtained through 
the reduction of costs, a study of the market, and (in some cases) 
the elimination of competition. Some enterprises have grown to a 
prodigious size. In place of the factory has arisen that huge 
economic unit known as the “plant,” covering acres of ground, 
with machinery operated by an army of workmen, and capitalized 
by hundreds of thousands of dollars. We can easily understand the 
multiplication of millionaires, though it should be noted that the 
increase of labor costs (as the result of trade unions and other 
factors) and the policy of putting more and more of the earnings 
back into the business have tended to prevent the stock-holders 
from reaping the full measure of their harvest. In the new economy 
the banks play a central r61e. Thanks to the checking system and 
the clearing house little specie needs to be shipped and by making 
Use of a certain proportion of private deposits a great expansion of 
credit has been possible, thus providing capital in quantities which 
in the earlier, less elastic economic regime had never been possible. 
Some of the results of this period of evolution or revolution can 
hardly yet be gauged. Will the automobile, which has already 
condemned the trolley to early extinction, have a similar effect on 
the railroad? So far it would seem that for long distances on land 
the railroad has as yet no adequate substitute, and for short jour¬ 
neys competition has at least had the excellent effect of forcing 
the railroads to improve the quality of their service. 
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Rationalization—or, as some prefer to call it, the “New In¬ 
dustrial Revolution,” has largely recast the economic order. “The 
extreme individualism of the nineteenth century,” writes a British 
author, “has been modified to such an extent that in practice 
perfectly free competition between business units rarely exists.” 

Even independent producers have come to see the folly of cut¬ 
throat competition, and the whole tendency has been in the 
direction of market agreements. Rationalisation undoubtedly 
simplifies most problems for the producer, and often it has led to 
lower prices than was possible under the old system of small-scale 
production on a competitive basis. But the consumer has not 
always gained, for in countries enjoying high protective tariffs 
international competition cannot take the place of domestic 
competition as a means of safeguarding his interests, and often 
enough he pays a monopoly price. There is even the chance, 
where competition has practically disappeared, that qualitative 
standards may be lowered. Also the greater the concentration of 
productive power, the more danger of overproduction on a large 
scale, with the usual consequence of widespread depression—a 
point that will receive our attention in a later chapter. And, 
finally, the larger the enterprise the more chance of stock-manip¬ 
ulation and other questionable practices which react so gravely 
on the small investor. The problem of protecting society as con¬ 
sumers and investors is one of the most difficult and one of the 
least considered of the problems of today. It would mean an 
enormous widening of the sphere of the social state. 

The social results of rationalization are difficult as yet to meas- ($) Social 
ure, and no one can fortell the possible adjustments that may be 
made to an historic movement so profound in its effects upon 
civilization. Some of the immediate results are, however, fairly 
evident. The growth of rationalization has naturally led to a 
great increase of the managerial and technical staff in proportion 
to the number of workmen. It is also evident that the man who 
tends to the machine is very largely supplanting both the skilled 
and unskilled worker. Organization, system, and machinery have 
depersonalized industry to a remarkable degree. The army of 
stock-holders has little or nothing to do with the policy of the com¬ 
pany whose capital it has provided, and few companies really 
depend on the life of any of their executives. In certain ways, no 
doubt, the cleavage between capital and labor is still very sharp. 



522 


A SHORT HISTORY OF MODERN EUROPE 


Unequal distribution of wealth has come to be more conspicuous 
than ever before, and consequently has been a contributive cause 
of industrial unrest. The very fact that the working class has 
obtained the suffrage has made it more resentful of exploitation 
and more conscious of social barriers. On the other hand, in some 
respects the line between labor and capital has come to be less 
pronounced, directors and workers being both on the company 
pay-roll, and workers sometimes owning stock in the company. 
But one of the greatest levelers of the age has been the fact of 
mass production. In many cases the same standard of goods is 
used by high or low, since no other is obtainable; and since the 
masses furnish the bulk of consumption, there has been a tendency 
to turn out cheaper and flimsier articles instead of the better-made 
stuff that will stand the test of time. This tendency, it is true, is 
bound up with changes of style, which may be viewed as an 
effort to stimulate the market. Yet it is manifest enough that 
machine production under the system of rationalization offers 
very little variety and less and less scope to the individual taste. 
Mass production tends to lead to the “mass man.” The fact that 
amusements, have, in general, become cheaper or more popular in 
their reach has tended to standardize taste as well as to level social 
barriers. “Theradio, the cinema, and the modern press, by the trans¬ 
mission of the same news and the same entertainments simultane¬ 
ously over the world, have been the chief agents in the interna¬ 
tional standardization of thought, of habit, and of outlook on life.” 

Along with the equalizing process between classes one may note 
the growing fusion of town and country due to the automobile. 
The development of ’bus lines from urban centers to distant parts 
of the country bring the peasants more readily to share the life 
of the towns and to emulate their ways. Conversely, urban dwellers 
are tending to find the country, which they can now more easily 
reach, more desirable for residence. There is, in a sense, a sort of 
“flight to the country,” as a contrast to the earlier “flight to the 
town®,” though it is noticeable in this connection that the develop¬ 
ment of readier means of communication has drawn a good deal of 
business away from the village or smaller town to the nearest 
industrial center where a greater and perhaps cheaper stock of 
commodities can be found. The tedium of isolation has departed, 
m also its charm. The world has been greatly contracted, and its 
mysteries laid bare. 
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The spiritual effect of this changing world on the individual is a 
matter of much discussion. That life and work in the average are 
less hard can scarcely be disputed. Labor-saving devices have 
lessened the worker's physical effort (provided he has a job); 
shorter hours have given him greater leisure to follow his fancies; 
and there are forms of entertainment at his disposal that his 
grandfather never knew. Looking back from the time of the Great 
War to the previous generation, the standard of living had risen 
in the aggregate, and the steady decline of the birth rate in western 
Europe was at least in a measure related to the demand for more 
luxuries for the few. Yet. in diffusing culture more widely through 
the medium of mass production, *he present age has possibly 
lowered its quality. The legitimate stage can no longer compete 
with the machine-made cinema; and one wonders now if the radio 
will not soon displace the opera. As a musician once remarked, 
“Nobody who could be aesthetically satisfied with the turning of a 
disc would go out in the rain to a music hall." Canned music 
and canned plays, being cheaper, have an unanswerable appeal. 
Moreover, machinery saves one time as well as money. The art 
of cooking seems to be rendered less important by the “miracles" 
of canning. Things that are worth while almost invariably take 
time—why bother when the machine can spare the effort? Some¬ 
times, too, one can “make believe" that one has something “just 
as good" as the best. Cheap substitutes, like artificial silk, and 
paste, instead of jewelry, have won a recognition even in fashion¬ 
able circles. It may be argued, however, that taste is of really no 
value in itself and that its standardization on a new and lower 
plane is not of necessity harmful. This, of course, is a matter of 
opinion. 

Is there a “shoddiness" in the present age that former periods 
of history seldom knew? Some observers, perhaps a bit more 
cynical than is justified, seem to feel that money and its display 
are becoming recognized, even in Europe, as the chief criterion of 
worth—much as one would expect in a middle-class social order. 
“The test of success," writes the British sociologist, Christopher 
Dawson, “is quantitative, not qualitative. A man is judged not 
by the character of his work, but by the money that he makes. 
Society has become an economic organism which judges its mem¬ 
bers by economic standards. The ideal has its apparent justification 
i& the material prosperity that it produces. The life of the ordinary 
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man has become more enjoyable and richer in material circum¬ 
stances than it has ever been in the past. But it also involves a 
sacrifice of individual freedom and a certain lowering of cultural 
ideals. In order to realize the full possibilities of the new machine 
civilization, man has had to subject himself to its laws, to become 
himself the servant, if not the slave, of the machine. Correspond¬ 
ing to the economic mass we have the social mass, ruled despotically 
by the crowd spirit. The mental life of the mass depends not on the 
intensive intellectual culture of the individual members as was the 
case with the old leisured class but in standardized ways of life 
and thought.” There is undoubtedly a serious danger that in a 
“machine-made” civilization man may sink to the level of a 
stereotype, a creature who thinks and acts as one of the mass. 
Fashion, indeed, has always moved the world, but now we are 
much closer to our fellows and much more prone to drift along with 
the dizzy crowd. The individual mind may well become dwarfed 
by the rule of system. The enterprising middle class may find itself 
a Frankenstein. This, however, is to speak of tendencies which 
may or may not be history in the making. Whether the ideal of 
equality means elevating or leveling is something for the future to 
disclose. 

In any case that trait of individualism, product of four centuries, 
is quite too hardy a plant to die quickly, as anyone must realize 
who knows the Latin temperament. It is worthy of remark that 
of all the peoples of Europe (at all events, west of the Balkans) 
the French have probably been, on the whole, the least affected 
by these kaleidoscopic changes. Outside the tourist area in Paris, 
one finds but little evidence of the ultra-modem conveniences and 
of the standardized products which the Dynamic Age has given us. 
The French are a people who are, in the main, content with little 
(nowhere, incidentally, is the distribution of wealth less uneven 
than in France), and with all their proverbial thrift (appro ximatin g 
sometimes to meanness), they are not interested as a rule in the 
things that wealth can buy. The most self-centered people in 
Europe, they pursue the selfsame pastimes that their kind have 
been accustomed to for generations; they enjoy wit and they 
appreciate beauty; they insist upon quality in everything, however 
insignifi cant; and whatever they do, they put themselves into— 
the best that is in them. While it is true that an Englis hma n’s 
taste for his garden, his dog, and his sports still persists, the qual- 
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ity of British goods has, generally speaking, become appreciably 
coarsened as well as cheapened. In France for the French, quality 
still resists the advance of standardization. One of the most 
interesting problems of the age is the question whether material¬ 
istic values are to conquer the peoples of Europe. In Russia, where 
a people with a peasant culture are being pressed into a single 
pattern, the solution is all too easy. But western civilization is 
still, in large part, a bounteous heritage, and he who knows history 
knows that the tastes and habits of men only gradually change. 

At the outset of the Dynamic Age- -say prior to the twentieth 
century—the social effects of rationalization were but dimly 
visible. But the political liberation ot the masses, which we shall 
sketch, was largely the result of the awakening, which, as we saw, 
was a direct result of the Industrial Revolution. Thus democracy, 
when it came, was grounded on an economic basis. We shall first 
note the rise of the popular interest in politics. The political 
significance of this awakening was embodied to a great extent in 
that phenomenon: public opinion. 

The Evolution of Public Opinion 

Public opinion is an elusive factor. 1 It never at any time rep- Nature of 
resents everyone; it does not always comprise the majority; but opitrion 
it may and must include a large articulate body of persons. Yet 
“large” is, of course, a relative term and cannot really be measured. 

Perhaps we can speak of “ public opinion ” when we refer to opinion 
manifested so strongly and so widely that it appears to be pre¬ 
dominant, and has the character of a sort of psychological up¬ 
heaval. It came to be a common and recognized factor in the so¬ 
ciety which emerged from the French and Industrial Revolutions. 

It was possible when people had become aware of their inherent 
power and had the legal right to express themselves or the temer¬ 
ity to fight for that privilege. Public opinion does not always, 
however, denote a rational public. The susceptibility of people to 
act collectively or in crowds often makes their manifestations of 
opinion largely a reflex cf collective habits or a product, in part 
at least, of the emotions. 

In Europe, as a whole, before the French Revolution the classic 

1 One needs to be apologetic in trying to define public opinion, for definitions are 
legion and there is the greatest disparity among them. Obviously public opinion 
is not confined to the sphere of politics, though it is with its importance as a political 
phenome ion that we are concerned here. 
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manifestations of public opinion were peasants* revolts. Most of 
the masses were then peasants, and when roused by certain agita¬ 
tors to rise against oppression, they resorted to mob violence. 
Some cases have been noted in Germany and Russia, and there 
were a few of these jacqueries, as they were called, in France 
and England. During the religious controversies of the sixteenth 
century it might be urged that a public opinion existed against 
the minority religion, whether Catholic oi Protestant, though this 
was hardly directed against the government, which generally 
favored the dominant creed. In an age when people as a rule were 
too dispersed and too inert to express themselves there was a certain 
prototype of public opinion in the occasional tumults breaking 
out in crowded cities. 1 Given certain grievances, it is not difficult 
in such an environment to produce a mob; and though hardly to 
be instanced as an example of public opinion in any broad sense, 
such episodes did reveal its nature under certain conditions, and 
were sometimes quite as effective in an earlier day as a widespread 
agitation would be now. Perhaps we may say that before the 
general intellectual awakening which did so much to produce the 
French and Industrial Revolutions public opinion, like nationalism 
(which, indeed, was one of its expressions) manifested itself oc¬ 
casionally, and always in a time of peculiar stress. It was naturally 
most common in England where political rights were greater and 
political struggles more frequent. When crown and parliament 
were at logger-heads during the early Stuart period, the country 
as a whole was deeply stirred, and in spite of the small size of the 
electorate one might feel that a really spontaneous public opinion 
had arisen against the crown. It may be suggested that public 
opinion was favorable to the Restoration and later approved the 
Revolution of 1688. But obviously we have no data for measuring 
even approximately the extent of this sentiment. Moreover, in 
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries public opinion, when we 
are citing such examples, must be rather narrowly confined to the 
Upper and middle classes. When we speak of such an agency 
producing the French Revolution, we are thinking of a large section 

1 An example was the outcry in London in 1734 against an excise tax devised by 
Walpole and passed by parliament, and which as the result of the popular clamor 
was rescinded. The "Lord George Gordon Riots" of 1780, inspired by a liberal act 
of parliament toward Catholics, was an exhibition of the worst side of the popular 
temper. It has been noted by a recent writer (Mr. Wingfield-Strotford) that an 
important factor in the degradation of the lower classes of eighteenth century 
England was cheap gin. 
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of the bourgeoisie, as well as a faction of the nobility, who agitated 
strongly enough to place a morally bankrupt monarchy at their 
mercy. 

The French Revolution, of course, unloosed for a time a public Causes of 
opinion in France, though many of the acts of violence were neither ar ° wth 
prompted nor probably approved by the country as a whole and 
can hardly be cited as examples of public opinion. Moreover, 
popular government was such a novel phenomenon and the popular 
mind so unready for it that one hesitates to use the term in France 
after 1791 (that is, before ‘he Third Republic), except insofar as 
it seemed to approve of the rise of Napoleon Bonaparte. The 
revolutions of 1830,1848, and 1870 were all the work of minorities, 
tacitly accepted by the nation. In central Europe one can hardly 
feel that public opinion was yet educated up to an interest in 
public questions except where nationalist issues had been raised, 
and such movements, however strong, were purely regional, and 
thus not actions of the general public. But in England there was 
something very close to the realization of a public opinion in the 
pressure upon parliament for reform in 1832 and in the successful 
agitation for the repeal of the Corn Laws, and it seems very evident 
that it powerfully contributed to produce the Crimean War. If 
we look for an exp^ Nation of the growing importance of this force, 
we shall find it in the awakening of the proletariat, which resulted 
from the Industrial Revolution, together with the development of 
more rapid communications as well as conscious agencies of prop¬ 
aganda, and ultimately also in the rise of a popular press. 1 Mass 
opinion, however, as distinguished from upper- and middle-class 
opinion, was only possible when the proletariat became at least a 
contributive medium. It was this class which Bright and others 
mobilized for parliamentary reform, and it was the strength, or 
supposed strength of public opinion, that produced the widening 
of the suffrage in 1867. It was through universal suffrage that the 
masses expected to gain their economic ends. In France this had 
been granted in 1848. In other countries the boon came later. But Significance 
the importance of such a reform lies in the fact that political par¬ 
ties had henceforth to seek the vote of the masses. Viewed from 
the opposite angle, public opinion became the weapon of the elec- 

1 Various minor contributive agencies might be mentioned: reading or discussion 
dubs (Uie sociMk de pensks in France will be recalled) and journals of opinion, 
trade unions, and even schools, the quantity and quality of which were still, how¬ 
ever, in the middle of the nineteenth century far from impressive. 
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torate. Susceptible as it always is to leadership and even to 
unscrupulous manipulation, it nevertheless provides the moral 
background and sometimes the propelling force for democracy, 
nationalism, and social reorganization. 

Political Reform 

Democracy It was through democracy, as we have intimated, that public 
in general 0 pj n [ 0n promised to be effective. In conformity with the teachings 
of the eighteenth century philosophers man was assumed to be a 
Basis and rational being who could be calculated to krow his own interest 
and pursue it. It was a democracy still confused in the nineteenth 
century with the idea of majority rule, though it should be noted 
that John Stuart Mill, one of the greatest champions of popular 
rights, strongly (though vainly) supported the idea of proportional 
representation—that is, representation of the minority in accord¬ 
ance with its numbers; and it was he also who with equal futility 
advocated woman suffrage. But it was not democracy entirely 
sold to the principle of laissez-faire, for the idea of social control 
won at least some triumphs in the factory acts; though a funda¬ 
mental change in point of view was yet to come out. Democracy, 
as a creed, certainly arose from false assumptions. Man is, perhaps, 
as much a product of his emotions as of his inject. He is not the 
rational being “seeking the happiness of the greatest number” 
which Jeremy Bentham, the English philosopher, had pictured 
him. The individual soon loses his identity in a group and is liable 
either to regard the governance of his country as something be¬ 
yond his reach or to drift along with the tide under the sway of 
forceful leaders. Apathy or susceptibility-such were soon to 
prove basic vices of democracy, and a third was the lack of the 
proper training either for choosing the most efficient representatives 
or for judging of the merits of a public question. As Professor 
Randall (commenting on recent criticism) expresses it, “Men are 
not equal, the people are not intelligent, their voice is not God's, 
and far from being sovereign, they are everywhere the acquiescent 
prey of organized interests.” 

Its practical Yet the period in which democracy began to be tried out was 
wcdiewcy g ^jj a jj^j e p r [ or to the time when civilization had become so 
complex that the man in the street was required to be a scholar; 
it was also before the time when social psychology vivisected man, 
as it were, and showed up his limitations. The long and short of 
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it was that the masses, having developed a group consciousness, 
now demand the ballot, and it was cheaper and safer to have 
elections than revolutions. And popular rule (as it came to be 
applied) did bring about, as we shall see, a further development of 
the social state. 

It was characteristic of England that her progress toward in England 
democracy was gradual, though, once a step forward was taken, 
there was no turning back. In political reforms the Liberals Comma- 
(formerly known as the Whigs) were generally in the lead. The Liberal* 
Conservatives (successors of the Tories), on the other hand, were 
content as a rule with the political status quo, which they sought 
to “conserve,” though they easily jdapted themselves to the 
changes forced by their rivals and were never reactionary. They 
had the advantage over the Liberals insofar as they usually dom¬ 
inated the house of lords; while the Liberals, on their side, made 
more use of public opinion; they were the first to electioneer, and 
they often appealed direct to the ^enfranchised masses, working 
up a sentiment in favor of their propvT* After the Second Reform 
Bill (1867) one might figure out a rather rough division along social 
lines. The great majority of the Ar^ican clergy were Conserva¬ 
tives; so also were most of the aristocracy, the upper middle class, 
the tenant farmers, and the clerks i^the cities (who thus felt that 
they had a link with the upper circ?£y A large minority of the 
aristocracy were Liberals, as well as m^cp^f the lower middle class 
and the industrial workers. Roman Catholics were naturally 
Conservatives; the Anglicans were divided but probably most of 
them were Conservatives; the Dissenters were nearly all Liberals. 

The Conservatives were strongest in the south of England; the 
Liberals strongest in the industrial region of the north and in 
Scotland and Wales. Looking ahead through the second half of 
the century, we find both parties favoring social reform, the 
Liberals taking the lead in parliamentary reform, the Conserva¬ 
tives trying to keep the Irish satisfied by economic concessions, 
while the Liberals came to advocate home rule, the Conservatives 
rather more inclined to champion imperial interests and to promote 
an imperialistic policy. Both parties were wedded at first to free 
trade, but later a large section of the Conservatives became pro¬ 
tectionists under the leadership of Joseph Chamberlain. 

The struggle between the parties was never more interesting 
than in the 'sixties and 'seventies when Gladstone was leader of 
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the Liberals and Disraeli of the Conservatives. Gladstone was a 
man with an almost insatiable appetite for reform, and, once he 
had convinced himself that a certain reform was needed, he pushed 
it with all the earnestness of a crusader and the solemnity of a 
Cromwell. He was one of the greatest of political leaders, very 
skillful in handling his party, and always lucid and forceful in 
debate. Disraeli was a Jew, brilliant where Gladstone was more 
stolid and practical, unconventional wher^ Gladstone was a model 
of propriety. His speeches were full of irony, and to listen to him 
was excellent entertainmeni, quite apart from whether his argu¬ 
ments were convincing. In politics he was something of an oppor¬ 
tunist, and it was due to his political shrewdness that the Conser¬ 
vative Party became something more than a purely obstructive 
element in English politics. Gladstone had much the longer career, 
but left no followers in his party of first-rate ability unless we 
except Lloyd George, who is a remarkable politician. The Conser¬ 
vative leadership passed to such able men as Ix)rd Salisbury, dis¬ 
tinguished for his political r J$l and penetrating judgment, Joseph 
Chamberlain, an original a^d forceful personality, and A. J. 
Balfour, a man of great learning and considerable skill as a par¬ 
liamentarian. i 

The first political battle sirjce the middle of the nineteenth cen¬ 
tury was fought over parley lent ary reform. The Reform Bill of 
1832 had left much to b^ desired, and there were a few Liberals 
who never ceased to clamor for a broader suffrage. When Palmer¬ 
ston died in 1865, Gladstone came rapidly to the front and intro¬ 
duced a bill the following year. Thanks to a combination of Con¬ 
servatives and Palmerstonian Liberals, it met with defeat, and 
the Liberal ministry resigned, but Disraeli, who became premier 
soon after the Conservatives returned to power, had sensed the 
public demanid for the reform, and having made up his mind that 
extension of ilhe suffrage was practically inevitable, he determined 
that his parity should get the credit for it. Hence it was actu¬ 
ally under Conservative auspices that the Second Reform Bill 
was passed so loosening the electoral requirements that the 
lower middije class, the tenant farmers, and most of the urban 
workmen wqre now accorded the suffrage. Mill’s plea for the 
enfranchisement of women was only greeted with merriment, but 
two years Jater, in 1869, women received the right to vote in 
municipal elections, though the question of woman suffrage for 
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general elections was not an important issue till the twentieth 
century. 

The Conservatives did not immediately profit by Disraeli’s 
timely maneuver, for the country rightly ascribed the reform to 
Gladstone (who had largely refashioned the bill in the course of 
its passage), and as the Liberals won decisively in the elections of 
1868, Gladstone again became premier. His second ministry, some¬ 
times known as the “ Great Ministry,” was signalized by great 
reforming activity. By the Forster Education Bill steps were taken 
to provide for a better-educated electorate 1 —a matter of special 
importance since so large a proportion of the masses had obtained 
the vote. Hardly less important was civil service reform—another 
product of Gladstone’s second ministry. By an act of 1870 the 
various posts in the civil sei vice were no longer to be the spoils of 
politicians but were opened to competitive examination. In 1872 
the secret ballot was adopted for elections, thus safeguarding the 
voter from outside interference. Of the legalization of trade unions 
we shall speak in another place. Though Gladstone’s program met 
with a check when he fell from power in 1874, it was resumed in his 
third ministry in 1884. In that year the Third Reform Bill was 
passed, still further extending the suffrage, which now included 
the miners and rural workmen. As this letter element was likely 
to be Conservative and somewhat offset the enfranchisement of 
the town workers, the Conservatives had not tried to defeat the 
bill, only insisting on a reapportionment of seats in the house of 
commons on the basis of population. This was the last reform bill 
until that of 1918 established practically universal suffrage for men 
and enfranchised women of thirty years of age or o>w. In 1928, 
by the so-called “Flapper Bill” women of twenty-^% like men 
of that age, received the suffrage; and there are actually 
more women voters than men. 

1 Government aid to private schools had begun as early as 1833, and the sub¬ 
sidies were steadily increased from time to time, but the sums provided were still 
so inadequate that in 1870 less than half the children of the poor were to be found 
upon the registers, and in primary education Great Britain had sadly lagged behind 
France and Prussia. Much of Gladstone's political support, however, came from the 
middle and working classes, and these groups being largely Nonconformist, had 
pressed for a national system of education that would be free of the Anglicanism 
displayed in the State-aided schools. Forster’s bill of 1870, while if continued the 
pmdple of State aid to private schools, provided also for schools maintained partly 
from local taxes, partly from government aid, and partly from children's fees, 
wherever it was found that private schools offered insufficient facilities. Elemen¬ 
tary education was made compulsory in 1880 and free in 1891. 
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There was another important aspect of the trend toward de¬ 
mocracy, and that was the establishment of the supremacy of the 
house of commons in legislation. We have already noted that the 
sovereignty of parliament had been achieved by the Revolution 
of 1688, but it was still possible for the house of lords to override 
the will of the popular chamber, as they had done in the case of 
one of Gladstone’s measures. The only way in which the lords 
could be coerced was by creating a sufficient number of new peers, 
as had been done (for the last time) in Anne’s reign, and which 
had been threatened at the time of the First Reform Bill. When 
in 1909 the house of lords, contrary to custom, rejected the 
budget, the Liberal ministry, which had already suffered from 
obstruction in that quarter, determined to put through a bill that 
would end its power of veto. The Conservatives, who controlled 
the house of lords, professed to be willing to satisfy the wishes of 
the country as determined in a general election, and when the 
elections of 1910 showed a slight majority against them, the house 
of lords passed the budget. But this concession did not save it. 
In 1911 the Liberals presented it with a bill to the effect that any 
measure of the commons should become the law of the land after 
it had been passed in three successive sessions within two years, 
and also that any moneV bill passed by the commons should not 
require the sanction ofnhe lords. When opposition to the bill 
developed among the peers, the ministry threatened the creation 
of as many as five hundred new peers; and, rather than have the 
blue blood of the chamber so diluted, the lords reluctantly yielded, 
and passed the bill. Henceforth the will of the commons has been 
supreme. , ' 

It woulcL^e too much to say that even now the English political 
system hay reached its final development. A thoroughgoing scheme 
of proportional representation would undoubtedly make for greater 
democracy, and yet the British constitution is probably, on the 
whole, the most liberal in the world. A general election must be 
held at least every five years (since 1911 1 ) or oftener if a cabinet, 
which introduces most of the legislation, is defeated on an im¬ 
portant measure by the house of commons or if it loses in a “vote 

1 The limit of five years for any one parliament had been fixed by the Parlia¬ 
mentary Act of 1911, which had limited the powers of the house of lords. Since 
the power of the upper chamber had been curtailed, it seemed reasonable that the 
country should be consulted oftener than every seven years as had previously been 
the case. 
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of confidence.” Thus at times the electorate becomes arbiter be¬ 
tween executive and legislature. Recourse in that way to a referen¬ 
dum became exceedingly useful after the War when on two oc¬ 
casions no party had received a majority of the commons (this 
being due to the rise of the Laborites to compete with the older 
parties). Normally, however, there is complete harmony between 
executive and legislature, since by the nature of cabinet govern¬ 
ment the cabinet is an emanation of the legislature drawn from 



the party which controls the commons. Such a system makes 
for smoothness and efficiency; there is seldom the friction such as 
one finds between president and congress in the United States, 
where each may belong to a different party; and when a member 
of the cabinet seriously differs from the premier, he resigns. Pol¬ 
itics in England is reasonably free from corruption. There have 
been occasions where wealthy men have been made peers as a 
reward for campaign contributions or in the expectation of getting 
them, and two newspaper magnates were raised to the peerage at 
the bidding of Lloyd George for obvious reasons, but it is not 
charged that many members of parliament consciously prostitute' 
their position for business ends. The chief points of criticism 
brought against the commons are its size (it has 707 members) 
and, more especially its paucity of distinguished talent—a fact 
which is sometimes attributed to the growing number of members 
without cultural background and more often t(< the stringency of 
party discipline. Compared to an earlier day there are perhaps 


534 


A SHORT HISTORY OF MODERN EUROPE 


fewer men of outstanding ability in the house of commons, though 
the statement is hardly susceptible to proof, and there are still in 
England, more than in any other country, certain families who have 
figured in politics for many generations, and stand for the highest 
traditions of public service. But, in general, it may be admitted 
that the party system does not develop talent of the highest order, 
and lessens rather than promotes real democracy—facts which 
may be ascribed to the development of the caucus. This institution 
was invented by some radicals (of whom Joseph Chamberlain was 
one) in Birmingham in 1867 after the passage of the Second Reform 
Bill. All Liberals in the borough, whether voters or not, were 
encouraged to join an organization, known as the Liberal Associa¬ 
tion, which elected a committee to formulate its sentiments; and 
to this platform any person standing for parliament for Birming¬ 
ham must subscribe if he expected to be elected. After the over¬ 
whelming defeat of the Liberal Party in the elections of 1874 it 
was generally felt that some such plan of organization should have 
a wider range, and in 1877 the Liberal Association was extended to 
the rest of England, taking for its name the National Liberal 
Association. Such an institution did not mean, however, that the 
rank and file of Liberals controlled the party. While solicitous 
of the sentiment in tlieir respective localities, the various leaders 
of the different bra/iches of the Association really formulated the 
platform of the party, and to a large extent it was intended to line 
up a unanimous’following for the leader of the party in parliament. 
His views, more or less influenced perhaps by those of his associates, 
were the will of the party, and the party machine (the Association) 
had the means of bearing down on all dissentients. Though the 
Conservative Party stood rather in less need of organization, since 
the landed elements from which they drew most of their strength 
included the subservient village and small-town folk, the defeat of 
the party in 1880 had the effect of bringing about an organization 
similar to that of the Liberals, called the Union of National Con¬ 
servative Associatipns. Through this organization the Conserva¬ 
tives were able to mobilize and increase their strength in the towns 
and to offer serious competition to their rivals. Thanks to these 
organizations (ami the Labor Party followed these examples), 
there is very acti 4 canvassing before every general election, and 
it is then that the strength of the machine is put to the test. For 
its practical purpc le the caucus has proved effective, but its care 
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to repress individual judgment both of the voter and of the can¬ 
didate and its tendency to become static in its view of public 
questions have hardly made it a vehicle of democracy or a school 
of the highest statesmanship. Speaking in parliament in 1917, 

Lord Hugh Cecil, son of the late Lord Salisbury, declared that 
Gladstone, Disraeli, and Salisbury were too independent to have 
fitted into a parliament of the twentieth century. “Can any one 
doubt,” he said, “that one great cause of danger to the house of 
commons is the exaggeration of the party system? . . . There is 
a tendency—I do not want to be thought attacking members of 
the house of commons—to exclude from this house any one who is 
not prepared to accept the full party doctrine, whatever it may be,” 

It is easy, perhaps, to exaggerate the strength of the party dis¬ 
cipline, but it is probably true that the cabinet, in order to be sure 
of its power, insists pretty rigorously on party uniformity. 

But if public opinion is often molded in rather artificial fashion, 
there is nowhere where the citizen’s right to be heard is more 
respected than in England. Save in a time of national peril anyone 
in England may speak his mind quite freely and openly—even to 
the extent of advocating anarchy, if he chooses. Even during the 
height of the Irish crisis when it was virtually an out-and-out 
struggle between two nations excited Irishmen were permitted 
to deliver the bitterest invectives against tke governing in the 
public squares of London. The contempt which a BritiL^r feels 
for an opponent is so seldom expressed that it amounts, it 1 effect, 
to tolerance. There is also that ingrained feeling that interfering 
with one’s constitutional rights is not to be borne. Perhms that 
quality of individualism, so often noted, may be reckoner on as 
discounting to a certain extent even the strength of party govern¬ 
ment, while an innate conservatism, at the same time, makes an 
Englishman suspicious of revolution. The stability of freedom- 
loving England is to be explained by the character of her people. 

She may not be as democratically governed as she thinks, but she 
plods ahead slowly, and that is what she likes. With the French 
there is much more talk of principle, but perhaps a slighter sense 
of public duty, as strong m individualism but perhaps leas care in 
guarding it, 

Political reform in France seemed likely to be achieved by spas- in France 
modlc revolutions rather than by gradual evolution as in England, 
though we may remember that English history had had its ups and 
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downs from the time of James I to the First Reform Bill. Though 
more inclined to theorize than the English, it is a mistake to regard 
of the Third the French as an inveterately fickle people because they have tried 
Republic g0 man y experiments. As far as temperament is concerned, they 
are probably monarchist. They are prone to follow strong leader¬ 
ship; they are used to strongly centralized authority; they take 
an artistic delight in the pageantry that usually goes with mon¬ 
archy. Every republic which they set up since 1789 was the act of 
a minority and much more the product of circumstance than the 
deep and genuine conviction of the nation as a whole. Had the 
monarchies which they tried been able to satisfy public sentiment, 
any one of them might have endured. But the Restored Bourbons 
had been rather too brusque with the idealism of the Revolution, 
the July Monarchy had failed to recognize the Industrial Revolu¬ 
tion, and the Second Empire had disappointed the national vanity. 
Moreover, “1789” had still an intellectual appeal. It takes time, 
no doubt, to assimilate a revolution. Perhaps it took time to con¬ 
vince the French that they were not the kind of people to develop a 
liberal monarchy after the fashion of the English; the choice was 
between liberalism safeguarded by a republic or a semi-autocratic 
monarchy, of which they had had enough. Accident disposed of 
monarchy in 1870 and they were thrown, as twice before, to the 
other extreme. But *&+. 4 were even yet prepared to adopt the 
princi^e of democracy was still a matter of doubt. 

Hert|e for thirty years the issue of monarchism remained to dis¬ 
tract french politics, though we shall see the issue fading more and 
more 'kith the lapse of time. The initial crisis through which the 
country had to pass was the interval of uncertainty between the 
time when Paris had proclaimed the republic, September 4, 1870 
and its definite organization in 1875.1 Born during the agony of a 
foreign war after the sudden collapse of the Empire, one might feel 
that the Third Republic had an extraordinarily inauspicious begin¬ 
ning! A national assembly, called to ratify peace with Germany, 
was monarchist largely for the reason that the republicans had 
been anxious to continue the war and France as a whole had wanted 
peace. In the following year, on the heels of this devastating strug¬ 
gle, there occurred what was known as the “Commune,” that up¬ 
rising of Paris against the government, which may chiefly be at¬ 
tributed to the overwrought nerves of a people who had had to 
endure the horrors and privations of a four months’ siege. But, 
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while there were many factors contributive to this explosion, 1 
one of the most important was the suspicion that the assembly 
meant to undo the work of Paris and set aside the republic. After 
the “Commune” was suppressed one might have feared that the 
republic itself was likewise doomed. But the royalists did not 
want a monarchy sullied by the making of an unpopular peace; 
and though the assembly claimed constituent authority (that is, 
the authority to make a new constitution), it seamed in no hurry 
to use it. With some reluctance it conferred on Thiers, one of its 
number, the title of “president of the republic,” regarding him 
solely as a stopgap, though it was only too g^ad to let him solve 
the immediate problem of pacifying France. When the country 
had settled down to normal conditions, these royalists meant to 
assert themselves. But fro*n the point of view of their object they 
made a mistake. Time was on the side of the republic. 

That the republic finally triumphed was mainly due to the fact 
that able and forceful leadership was to be found only in the ranks 
of the republicans. Whereas neither of the royalist candidates had 
the ability to exploit this opportunity, Thiers had the good sense 
to steer a middle course and stand for that moderate liberalism 
that was suited to the upper middle class. Though monarchist 
by conviction, he declared that a republic was “ the form of govern¬ 
ment that divides us least.” Meanwhile his handling of affairs 
was generally satisfactory. If he was harsh with the Paris work¬ 
men who had instigated the Commune, he had for that very reason 
won the approval of the bourgeoisie; moreover, the Germans were 
got rid of; the indemnity was paid with extraordinary rapidity; 
and the army reorganized. Would the royalists now feel that their 
time had come? True, it might seem that the republic itself was 
marking time, and that its merits were chiefly negative, but that 
active partisanship necessary to insure its lasting success was soon 
to appear. When Thiers fell from office in 1873, the moral leader¬ 
ship passed to the man best qualified for this second phase of the 
problem. Leon Gambetta, the gallant patriot and ardent re¬ 
publican, roused by voice and pen a vigorous public sentiment in 
favor of the republic. Aghast when not only the>repubiicans gained 
in a by-election but even some avowed Bonapartists, the assembly 
took fright and passed the so-called Constitutional Laws, which 
definitely established the republic. It had been a republic in name 

1 The Commune had also a proletarian tinge, as we noted (p ,442). 
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for five years; it was now a republic in law. The first crisis was 
over. 

By the constitution thus devised France was given a president 
chosen by the national assembly, 1 and declared to be irresponsible; 
in other words, executive power was wielded in his name by the 
ministers. The ministers were declared jointly and severally 
responsible to the chamber. The parliament was composed of two 
bodies, a chamber of deputies elected by universal suffrage and a 
senate, composed partly of nominees of the assembly (chosen for 
life) and partly by persons elected by various electoral colleges. 
The election of deputies was to take place every five years. The 
president was scarcely more than a ceremonial head. His impor¬ 
tance lay in the fact that he might exercise some judgment as to 
what party leader in the chamber of deputies was likely to be able 
to form a cabinet that would command its support. The royalists 
of the Constituent Assembly, being legitimatists (that is, loyal to 
the Bourbon line) did not choose to have a president who might, 
if chosen by direct vote of the French people and endowed with 
considerable power, make himself a monarch after the fashion of 
Louis Napoleon. They still cherished the hope that a monarchy 
after their heart might be possible in the future. Only once is the 
term republic employed in the constitution, and even that amend¬ 
ment was passed by a bare majority of one. There was no dec¬ 
laration of individual rights, and the whole constitution had a 
sense of incompleteness—as though to be rounded off for a monarch 
later on. It was not even a highly original performance, and con¬ 
sequently quite un-French. The principle of ministerial respon¬ 
sibility was borrowed from the English. But it was a fortunate 
innovation, for parliamentary history had been a constant oscil¬ 
lation between a legislature dominated by the executive and an 
executive so isolated from the legislature that the two organs of 
government could not work together. 

But it was not long before the republic had to pass through 
another ordeal. In 1875 a republican majority had been elected 
to the first house of deputies chosen under the constitution, but 
the senate was royalist and so was the president* Thiers' successor, 
Marshal MacMahon. In 1877 MacMahon took a step which would 
hardly have been possible if the constitution itself had not been 
lacking in precision. Refusing to tolerate a republican ministry 

1 A joint meeting of Jfce two chamber 
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which enjoyed the confidence of the chamber, he dissolved par¬ 
liament (with the consent of the senate, as prescribed by the con¬ 
stitution) and called a new election. Much depended on the 
decision of the citizenry, for the principle of ministerial respon¬ 
sibility would have amounted to little if the president could flout 
the chamber in any such fashion. Viewed in another way, it was a 
question whether the president or the ministry should wield the 
executive leadership. In any event the republicans, after a spirited 
canvass, won a decisive victory. In 1879 MacMahon resigned and 
was succeeded by a staunch republican, and in the same year the 
senate became republican. There was no longer a house divided 
against itself. 

During the next few years the republic was greatly strengthened. Comolidar 
Freedom of the press and of association was granted with only ^public* 
reasonable limitations in the interest of the public welfare. In 
1884 life senators w r ere abolished. It is worthy of note that very 
few changes have been made in the constitution, and perhaps 
because of its very want of elaboration it has lasted. One of the 
most important reforms, as buttressing the republic, was the in¬ 
stitution of a system of national education, free, secular, and com¬ 
pulsory between the ages of six and thirteen. The system was 
sponsored by Jules Ferry, one of the leading republican statesmen, 
not a man of fiery eloquence like Gambetta, but probably the ablest 
of the three men who laid the foundations of the republic. It is 
noticeable that during these years the republic became more 
definitely identified with the popular interest. Thanks to that 
grave but able statesman, Waldeck-Rousseau (whose heart was in 
painting rather than politics) trade unions were legalized in 1884, 
and thus one of the problems hanging over from the Industrial 
Revolution had been settled. Also much was done in the interest 
of the peasantry, and it is probable (though hardly susceptible to 
proof) that by 1885 most Frenchmen had become republican by 
conviction. If the interests of the peasantry were safeguarded by 
the republic, this would mean that an element which was still in 
the majority would be weaned away from the blandishments of the 
royalists. It should finally be added that the indemnity to Ger¬ 
many had been paid as the result of bonds in which the French 
themselves had invested, and the republic was thus, in a sense, a 
source of investment. 

Yet storms continued to rage againstrepublic. A third 
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crisis occurred in the late ’eighties when an adventurer, Captain 
Boulanger, taking advantage of some official scandals and petty 
squabbles in high places, attempted with royalist support to win 
popular favor and make himself a species of dictator. Fortunately 
he lacked the nerve to accomplish his purpose and the republicans 
had rallied quickly to the menaced government. In the ’nineties 
there was a similar slump, and another troubled period took place. 
When a certain Jewish officer, Captain Dreyfus, was wrongfully 
convicted of treason, the royalists made capital out of the prej¬ 
udices of the republican statesmen and did all they could to em¬ 
barrass the republic. It was the fourth crisis the republic had had 
to surmount, but the republican leaders were now ready to take 
the offensive. 

The element in the royalist group which had been most active 
in its attack upon the republic were the clericals. They had never 
reconciled themselves to the passing of monarchy, which in France 
had usually patronized the Church and given it special advantages 
in the field of education. Gambetta’s famous outburst, “Cleri¬ 
calism—there is the enemy” had been the slogan of the republicans 
in the 77 crisis. Later Ferry had dealt the clericals a blow when 
he instituted his public-schools system. Subsequent legislation 
was passed against the religious orders on the ground that they 
were nests of political intrigue. Finally, in 1899, in the midst of the 
Dreyfus affair most of the republican parties formed the so-called 
“Republican Bloc,” pledged to continue the struggle with the 
Church. By this time the chief issue was the abrogation of the 
Concordat of 1801, in other words the separation of Church and 
State. The republican statesmen were opposed to a regime that 
gave any church a privileged position, and they felt that the 
Catholic Church was disloyal to the hand that fed it. Yet obviously 
the State, having confiscated the property of the Church, might 
still be deemed to owe it some support, and the papacy felt that 
the Concordat, being in the nature of a treaty, could not properly 
be altered without mutual consent. The controversy was long and 
bitter, and was not finally settled till 1907, though the Concordat 
had been repealed two years earlier. Henceforth the clergy had to 
depend on voluntary support, but Church edifices were placed at 
the disposal of the clergy. In the attitude of their government the 
French were but preserving their traditional policy of subordinat¬ 
ing religious affair? A political. A very large proportion of French- 
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men are free-thinkers, though the women are as a rule fervent 
Catholics, and so, in general, is the peasantry. 

It is noticeable that democracy through force of circumstances Democracy 
had been largely identified with anti-clericalism, and it is largely in wadioe 
because of the alleged influence of the priesthood over the women 
that woman suffrage has never been granted in France. But an 
experiment w r as once made with proportional representation, 1 
and the public interest in politics, as evinced in tue general elections 
every four years, compares favorably with that of other countries. 

The press also devotes a good deal ol space to political matters. 

But it would be hardly correct to say that it molds opinion, for 
the French, while conservative as a oeople, a»*e tenacious of their 
individual judgments and are not easily swayed by the opinions 
of others. Newspapers are much smaller than in England and are 
consequently more numerous, and the French are rather prone to 
read on all sides of a question. 

There is one sense in which democracy has operated to a greater 
extent in France than in any other country. The chamber of 
deputies is the most powerful legislative body in Europe. Instead 
of being led by the executive (that is, the cabinet), as in England, 
it holds the executive power forever under the lash. The instability 
of the French ministries is, of course, proverbial, and is partly due 
to the fact that no party ever has a majority in the chamber; a 
ministry must always rest on a coalition, which may easily dissolve. 

Then the right of interpellation is often deliberately employed in 
the chamber to upset a ministry. Since a vote is taken immediately 
after an interpellation when feeling is running high, the result is 
frequently adverse to the ministry, which at once resigns. These 
ministerial crises often produce the unfortunate result of paralyzing 
government policy during an emergency. It is also evident that 
the efforts of a ministry to hold together by satisfying several 
parties has an enervating effect, and its legislative policy is liable 
to be halting and rather barren of results. Yet the downfall of a 
ministry is hardly more than a shake-up as a rule, most of the 
ministers generally returning under the newly chosen premier, 
and the result has usually been simply a slight veering to the 
right or to the left; it is only, as a rule, after a change in public 
sentiment, as shown in a general election, that an important change 
takes place in the complexion of a ministry. Moreover, the multi- 

1 In 1919. It proved to be a very faulty scheme, and was abandoned in 1934. 
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party system has its advantages. The Frenchman does not like 
to vote on a cut-and-dried platform, such as the parties in England 
offer the electorate; he is an “incorrigible individualist/' and when 
he votes, he thinks rather of trends and principles than concrete 
issues. It should also be remembered that the departments of the 
public service are little affected by all these changes at the top. The 
real work of the administration (as in England) is in the hands of 
permanent secretaries, and nothing ever disturbs the even tenor 
of the bureaucracy. It is, perhaps, the combination of democracy 
and authority that makes their form of government so admirably 
suited to a people who have always been conspicuous for their 
contradictions. 

In Italy The problem of developing popular government in Italy was 
one that demanded time and patience before a practical solution 

The problem could be reached. The first thing needed was to make Italy united 

of unity j n g p^ ag we jj ag j n j aw wag one thing to unite for the purpose 
of a revolution, and another thing to stay united after the aim 
had been achieved; and there were differences within the Italian 
nation that were hard to bridge. These differences were tempera¬ 
mental, economic, and political. The north Italians, having some¬ 
thing of a Teutonic blend in their composition, were industrious 
and enterprising, and it was in the north that the industrial life of 
the nation chiefly centered. The south Italians, compounded of 
divers races and tending to be indolent and unstable, were chiefly 
engaged in agriculture, and were both poorer than their compatri¬ 
ots of the north and had suffered much more from misgovernment 
in the past. Most of the illiterates—which totaled in 1861 some 
seventy per cent of the population—were found in the south, and 
it was there that disorder was most rife. Moreover, Italy had so 
long been divided into separate political divisions that most of 
her citizens thought regionally rather than nationally. They were 
Sicilians, or Venetians, or Florentines rather than Italians. To 
weld them into a really harmonious nation was, in fact, a pro¬ 
digious problem. 

One of the best ways of insuring practical unity was the intro¬ 
duction (due to Ricasoli) of a centralized administrative system on 
the model of that of France, but this, except for the erasure of old 
frontiers, did little to make the Italians more united in feeling. 
The attainment of moral unity (as distinguished from organic 
unity) could come only with the process of time, when such bind- 
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ing factors as the extension of railways throughout the peninsula 
(leading to greater economic unity as well as more travel from one 
part of the country to another), the association of all manner of 
Italians in the army and navy, and the awakening of an interest 
in national affairs through the growth of literacy and the exten¬ 
sion of the suffrage, had operated to make Italians perceive their 
common heritage and common interests. It is contended by some 
observers that spiritual unity has not yet been fully attained. 

Connected with the problem of properly unifying the nation Relations 
was the obligation to compensate the papacy, which had been ^pacy 
compelled to give up nearly all its temporal possessions. The 
Italian government was anxious to placate the Vatican, and by an 
act of the Italian parliament in 1871, called the Act of Papal 
Guarantees, the papacy was allowed complete sovereignty over a 
small precinct of the city of Rome, in which St. Peter's and the 
Vatican were located, as well as an indemnity amounting to 
3,225,000 francs a year, and an almost complete separation of 
Church and State. But the pope was unwilling to accept the ar¬ 
rangement, and determined never to set foot on Italian soil, lest 
the act should be construed as recognizing the king of Italy, and 
he bade all faithful Catholics abstain from any part in Italian 
public affairs. Cavour's ideal of a “ free church in a free state ” was 
realized, but only through mutual forbearance. The pope himself 
voluntarily became “the prisoner of the Vatican"—a situation 
that lasted till 1928. 

Hardly less serious than the lack of moral unity in 1861 was the Democracy 
lack of political experience. Only in Sardinia had there remained %n 
any liberal institutions. It was for that reason largely that the 
constitution of Sardinia had simply been extended to the kingdom 
of Italy. This meant the creation of a bicameral legislature and a 
responsible ministry. The upper house was constituted from va¬ 
rious categories such as men who had distinguished themselves in 
the public service, the Church, or the sphere of letters, or who had 
paid a certain minimum of taxes. As in France, the lower house 
was much the more important. It is noticeable that the suffrage 
was still narrow. The founders of the kingdom seem to have real¬ 
ized that the great mass of the people was not ready for democracy. 

Unfortunately the moderate liberals who gave Italy hear start 
and guided her destinies for some fifteen years came gradually 
to lose power to the more radical element in the south. The suf- 
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frage was extended in 1882, and finally in 1912 it was made prac¬ 
tically universal. From a study of domestic history during this 
period one may well conclude that democracy had marched too 
fast for the intellectual attainments of the people. The spirit of 
faction was strong in Italian public life; parties tended to group 
themselves about personalities, rather than issues; there were 
- also frequent scandals in which some of the most prominent states¬ 
men were implicated; graft and corruption were all-too-frequent; 
and the government launched into a policy of imperialism with a 
reckless disregard for the state of the finances. Politics in Italy 
were largely a game, in which certain men constructed political 
machines that enabled them to play for a number of years the r61e 
of dictator. One may remember this fact when the time comes to 
notice the setting up of a really stable dictatorship. 

Evidently public opinion in Italy did not become habituated to 
parliamentary government. It expressed itself more readily in 
riots and demonstrations. Someone has said that the Italian is 
more ready to die for his country than to live for it—though this 
charge may, of course, be brought against many other peoples. It 
is also true that in what used to be the kingdom of Sardinia there 
was still a very genuine liberalism, and it is no doubt also true that 
there was a minority in public life that was really fitted to govern. 
Unfortunately it was a less scrupulous minority that, taking ad¬ 
vantage of the ignorance of the sovereign people, used its power to 
advance its own interests. 

In Other We have unfortunately little space to devote to the minor 
Countries na ^ ong 0 f Europe, though it should be realized that the Scandina¬ 
vian countries and Belgium have contributed much to the world’s 
The Scan - culture and that Sweden and Denmark are among the best-gov- 

f untrS, erne d countries in the world today, Denmark, in particular, having 

Netherlands a( *°P te( * a s y s ^ em of co-operative enterprise (especially in the 
4nd ’ dairy industry), which has placed the economic position of the 
Belgium country on an excellent foundation. Norway separated from 
Sweden in 1907 and set up a monarchy of her own, and it is rather 
remarkable that the dissolution of the union took place without 
any bloodshed. In the three Scandinavian countries, as well as in 
Holland and Belgium, the suffrage was at first limited, but after 
long agitation universal manhood suffrage was obtained in all 
except Holland. Woman suffrage was adopted in Norway in 1907, 
in Sweden in 1912, in Denmark in 1915; it does not yet exist in 
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Belgium or the Netherlands. All these countries have bicameral 
parliaments and ministerial responsibility. Since Belgium is an 
industrial country she adopted an elaborate program of social 
legislation on the model of that of Germany. 

Switzerland, because of its three different languages and the 
traditional strength of the different cantons into which it is divided 
formed a federal type of government best suited for its purposes. 
The federal government is not strong, though possessed of suffi¬ 
cient authority to conduct the affairs of the republic. A parlia¬ 
mentary regime and universal manhood suffrage are features of 
the constitution, which also provides for the initiative and refer¬ 
endum. 

Perhaps because the temnerament of the people is different from 
that of the “northerners,” above mentioned, the Iberian Peninsula 
has been a prey to much disorder ever since the time of Napoleon. 
Spain never recovered her position as a great power, and under the 
infamous Ferdinand VII suffered a great deal from oppression. 
After his death in 1833 a long period of unrest took place. Even the 
experiment of a republic was tried for a few years, but as this 
proved worse than royalist misgovernment, the monarchy was 
restored in 1875. In 1890 universal suffrage was instituted. But 
political life continued corrupt, and democracy, an illusion. The 
tendency for a party leader, as in Italy, to make himself a dictator 
by means of a political machine was finally to be the undoing of 
the monarchy itself, though it managed to endure till 1931. Portu¬ 
gal suffered from the same malignant evils as Spain, and in 1910 
the monarchy was finally overthrown and replaced by a republic. 

Social Reform 

We have already noted social reform as a means on the part of 
the capitalistic classes to afford protection to the workers. A 
scheme of social insurance to that end was the experiment inau¬ 
gurated by Bismarck in 1882. The scheme—-which, as we shall 
notice, was generally adopted—was designed to protect the work¬ 
ing class against poverty and other misfortunes only too liable to 
befall those who normally were unable to sell their labor at a decent 
price and were hence unable themselves to take adequate care of 
the future. Bismarck, in presenting his program, spoke of it as “the 
further development of the modem state idea” [he meant, of 
course, the * social state’], “the result of Christian ethics, according 
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to which the State should discharge, besides the defensive duty of 
protecting existing rights, the positive duty of promoting the wel¬ 
fare of all its members and especially those who are weak.” To this 
humanitarian motive could, of course, be added the practical con¬ 
sideration that a working class, thus protected, would in the long 
run repay the sacrifices of the capitalist class and make for a more 
efficient nation. But the prime purpose of the reform was hardly 
either the idea of social justice or that of the national welfare, 
broadly considered. Such a program had long been advocated by 
the German socialists, and it was to steal their thunder and thus 
weaken them as a party that Bismarck came to adopt it. “Give 
the workman the right to work as long as he is healthy,” Bismarck 
told the reichstag, “assure him care when he is sick and mainte¬ 
nance when he is old . . . then the socialists will sing their swan 
song in vain and the workingmen will cease to swarm to their 
banner.” It is a matter of historic fact that Bismarck's policy 
failed of its political object, but as the commencement of a social 
experiment it was one of the most important events of the age. 

This program, the adoption of which began in 1883 and covered 
a number of enactments in succeeding years included compulsory 
insurance against accident and illness, old-age and survivors' 
pensions, and insurance for salaried employees, as well as compul¬ 
sory treatment for tuberculosis in state sanitoria. The funds which 
provided compensation for accident were furnished entirely by 
the employers; in the case of sickness insurance and pensions 
workers and employers and (to a lesser extent) the State all bore 
a share in the cost of this scheme. These measures applied to 
persons earning less than 2,000 marks (about $500) a year. There 
was no insurance against unemployment until after the Great War 
(that is, in 1927), but most of the important towns as well as other 
agencies provided employment bureaus, and private organisations 
established lodging houses for workmen seeking a job, the only 
requirement being that they should work for their keep. This 
system of social insurance worked so well that paupers were rare 
in Germany before the War. Historically the experiment is chiefly 
significant in that it was copied in almost all European countries, 
and has been the highest expression of the social state. 

Generally speaking, the German peasants required no system¬ 
atic policy of relief. As a general thing they owned their own land, 
as in France, though it was usually somewhat greater ip extent. 
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The large estates were practically confined to East Prussia where 
junkers conducted farming with varying profit and were powerful 
enough to exploit the rural workers with impunity. Yet in time 
the general drift of the population to the towns forced these squires 
to import labor or raise wages. Moreover, as a means of furnishing 
relief to the rural laborer, the Prussian government bought some 
land, broke it into small holdings, and leased it to them. 1 Finally 
in 1911 agricultural laborers were brought withie the scope of the 
insurance laws. Thanks to the influence of the junkers, agriculture, 
from the time of Bismarck, was protected by a tariff—the same 
thing, indeed, that Chamberlain sought in England but without 
success; for England had passed the period when agriculture was 
profitable enough to elicit the public interest. 

It was in England, a country even more industrialized than in Great 
Germany, that the social state had had its beginnings, as we have Britain 
noticed, and though Germany was first responsible for its elaborate 
development, it was England who in the end went furthest in that 
direction. Socialism was not so strong in England as on the Con- Progress of 
tinent, and until 1893 there was no “labor party” in politics; but unionism 
trade-unionism was an exceedingly active force in pushing pro¬ 
letarian interests; and probably in no country was the proletariat 
so able to enlist the sympathy of public opinion. After most of 
the working class had got the vote in 1867 both parties (Conserv¬ 
atives and Liberals) saw the advantage of gratifying the workers, 
and in response to agitation the Gladstone ministry in 1871 granted 
to all trade unions full legal standing. As, however, the passage 
of the Criminal Law Amendment Act at the same time rendered 
them liable to prosecution for any coercive measures, satisfaction 
had hardly been granted, and it was left for Disraeli in 1875 to 
get the objectionable act repealed and thus to round out the work 
that Gladstone had begun. Disraeli had the idea of aligning the 
proletariat (whose vote he now sought) with the landed aristoc¬ 
racy against the powerful middle class. His “new Toryism,” as 
it was called, presaged the later interest of the Conservatives in 
the cause of social reform. It is interesting, however, to note that 
if the proletariat was coming to be a power in politics, thanks to its 
possession of the ballot, it is also true that the aristocracy was 
being gradually pushed to the wall by the wealthy middle class. 

i Much the same experiment was tried in England in 18 S 2 in an effort of the Con* 
lervatives to rehabilitate the peasantry. 
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The hopeless decay of agriculture, made even more apparent by 
several years of depression at the end of the Seventies, had led 
to more and more selling of estates to nouveaux riches , who prized 
‘ them not as an investment but as a rung on the social ladder. Men 
like Joseph Chamberlain, a self-made manufacturer, were coming 
more and more to play a dominant r61e in politics. It was much 
more the mercantile element than the old landlords who had to 
meet the pressure of the workers. And the democratic state was 
still a little wary of the principle of social control. 

And, as time went on, the labor leaders themselves became con¬ 
verts to laissez-faire and opposed to any action by the State. 
Moreover, trade-unionism was thus far a movement of the skilled 
workmen, and when the condition of this class had materially 
improved, its energies slackened. A socialist element, however, 
working through separate organizations, denounced this apathy, 
and agitated for a living wage for all workmen and a compulsory 
eight-hour day. Gradually in the ’eighties there developed what 
was known as the “New Unionism,” which worked for certain 
practical reforms and especially for the organization of the un¬ 
skilled workers into unions. The movement gained momentum 
when the condition of the London workers received publicity as 
the result of a careful survey. In 1888 a strike of the girls who made 
lucifer matches received so strong a public backing that it met 
with complete success. The following year witnessed a strike of 
dock-hands for a raise of wages, and as again public opinion sup¬ 
ported the strikers, they won their case. More and more, trade- 
unionism was reaching to the submerged elements. By 1914 the 
total number of workmen enrolled in unions amounted to more than 
4,000,000 or about twenty-five per cent of the proletariat. There 
was also a federation of trade unions. 

Rw of the The effort to enlist public opinion in an economic struggle had 

lohor Party at times been marvelously effective, but the enactment of legisla¬ 
tion in the direct interest of the working class could be greatly 
furthered by the entrance of “labor” into politics. In the general 
election of 1880 three independent candidates representing labor 
won seats in parliament, and the number was increased to ten by 
the elections of 1885 and to twelve in 1892. Finally, in 1893, after 
numerous vicissitudes, the Independent Labor Party was founded, 
with a platform pledged to socialism and including also such ob¬ 
jects as the eight-hour day and State provision for the ill and the 
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aged. In 1906 the party totaled twenty-nine members in parlia¬ 
ment and in 1910 as many as forty. But it must be admitted that 
in many cases these victories were due to fusion with the Liberals, 
whose policy it was supposed to follow, and it was not till the col¬ 
lapse of the Liberal Party in 1918 that the Labor Party gained 
full independence. Yet, as we shall presently note, its influence 
had been strikingly successful. 

Competing for the favor of the electorate, both the great parties 
had continued to interest themselves in labor questions. In 1880 
during the second Gladstone ministry the principle of employer’s 
liability for injuries to workmen was adopted, and an act passed 
under the aegis of Joseph Chamberlain in 1897 gave effect to this 
principle, though narrowing its application to the so-called “dan¬ 
gerous trades.” 1 Both parties were interested in the problem of 
providing pensions for aged workers, and in 1905 during a Conserv¬ 
ative ministry a commission was empowered to make a special 
study and report on the whole problem of the aged and infirm. 

It is an interesting fact that in the following year a resolution of a 
Labor member of parliament, proclaiming the principle that old- 
age pensions should be paid from public funds, was passed by the 
house of commons by a unanimous vote. 

The prominence of social reform after the opening of the twen- The program 
tieth century, culminating in a great program of social insurance, 
had some important immediate causes. In the first place, public 
opinion was beginning to realize the gravity of the problem—not (1) Cause* 
because of any danger of revolution but because it involved the 
competitive capacity of the nation. The physical tests for recruit¬ 
ing at the time of the Boer War had produced some appalling 
revelations. So many were discarded as unfit that it looked as if 
English society was decadent at the bottom. The children of the 
Industrial Revolution were proved to be seriously inefficient 
both physically and mentally. In the second place, official opinion 
was greatly impressed by the example of Germany. Relations 
between the two nations were none too friendly and might con¬ 
ceivably lead to war; now if Germany had found means of giving 
strength to her industrial population, it would certainly not do 
for Great Britain to lag behind. In the third place, the Liberals 
won a decisive victory in the elections of 1906, and while it is 

1 This included factory workers, however, as well as those in building, railroading, 
and mining, 
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probable that memories of the Boer War and public disapproval of 
Chamberlain's advocacy of tariff reform had much to do with 
achieving this result, the pronounced program of social reform on 
which the Liberals had made their fight (and which, of course, 
enabled them to fuse with the Laborites in most electoral districts) 
was certainly an added factor. Moreover, it may be noted that 
while they began their constructive program as soon as they got 
into power, much of their later activity was due to the party 
losses in the elections of 1910, which made them dependent on 
Labor support for the control of the house of commons. 
Hence, the importance of what came to be known as the “Lib- 
Lab Alliance." 

The social program of the Asquith ministry, largely directed 
by David Lloyd George, the chancellor of the exchequer, was so 
far-reaching in scope as to amount almost to a social revolution. 
One of the most important enactments was the minimum wage, 
at first imposed 1 (1909) in certain so-called “sweated trades," 
such as tailoring, box-making, and lace-making, where working 
conditions were particularly bad, and which later (after a strike) 
was granted to miners (1912); while finally, in 1918 the minister of 
labor was empowered to extend it to other trades as he saw fit. 
Meanwhile various educational measures provided free meals, 
recreation grounds, and medical attendance for workers' children. 
Employers' liability for accidents was given a wider range by an 
act of 1906, which extended the benefits to all manual workers 
under contract. Compensation (amounting to half a week's wage 
up to a maximum of £1) was due all who were not hurt as the 
result of their own willful conduct and provided their injuries 
clearly disabled them for as much as a week. Employers were not 
compelled, as in Germany, to insure their men, but they have very 
generally felt forced to do so. Another important reform of the 
same year (though not to go into force until 1909) was an act 
granting an eight-hour day to coal miners—-unquestionably the 
result of pressure from the Labor Party, as a parliamentary com¬ 
mission of inquiry had counseled strongly against it. Old-age 
pensions followed soon afterward, in 1908, entitling any worker 
of seventy, man or woman, who was not a criminal or an habitual 

1 The act was operated through trade boards, composed equally of representa¬ 
tives of employers and employees together with some appointees of the board of 
trade, and ft was these trade boards that fixed the minimum wage. Over 3.000,000 
workers in forty trades now benefit by this experiment. 
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loafer, to receive a pension—not large enough to carry with it com¬ 
plete support, else it might discourage thrift, but sufficient, if sup¬ 
plemented by some savings, to keep the individual out of the poor- 
house. Unlike the similar measure in Germany, the State was to 
bear the whole expense. 

Finally in 1911 the problems of illness and unemployment 
came to be treated in the so-called National Insurance Act. It 
included illness and unemployment insurance- both compulsory. 
The former was applied to every manual worker, and entitled him 
(or her) to claim a certain fixed amount in event of illness for 
twenty-six weeks, then a smaller figure as long as needed up to the 
age when he (or she) should be eligible to an old-age pension. The 
scheme also entitled the beneficiary to free medical attendance 
during illness. 1 The fund for its application was derived partly 
from the employer, partly from the employee, 2 and partly from the 
State. The problem of unemployment had already been dealt 
with by the Labor Exchange Bill of 1909, which opened labor ex¬ 
changes throughout the kingdom for giving information where 
work could be found. Yet often no work was obtainable and here 
is where the insurance against unemployment, provided in the bill 
of 1912, was designed to secure relief, though, as an experiment, it 
was confined to two trades, building and engineering, where labor 
was seldom continuous. A stipend was to be paid the insured 
workman for a maximum period of fifteen weeks of unemploy¬ 
ment. Here again the employer, the employee, and the State all 
contributed to the fund. The success of the experiment led parlia¬ 
ment in 1920 to extend it to nearly all manual labor and to non- 
manual workers earning less than £250 a year. It was not till the 
after-war depression set in, about 1921, that the scheme was found 
inadequate; then it became a question not merely of tiding a work¬ 
man over for a period of fifteen weeks but of supporting him per¬ 
haps permanently; and thus in 1924 Great Britain came to what 
has been popularly called “the dole”—a subject that will be con¬ 
sidered in a later chapter. Since then there has been considerable 
legislation mainly concerned with enabling the State to carry this 
heavy load. 

While Germany and Great Britain gave the idea of the social 

1 A special maternity benefit was also provided for women workers or the wives of 
insured men. 

* Unless his wage fell below a certain figure. 
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state its fullest development, almost all European countries have 
followed in the wake of Germany with similar measures. In 
France, besides an employer's liability law and legislative shorten¬ 
ing of the working day, a measure was passed requiring compulsory 
insurance against illness, and another providing for old-age pen¬ 
sions; and as in England the State contributed to the operative 
fund. One of the greatest boons to *be workers was the legal 
recognition accorded to trade unions in 1884. In 1900 was estab¬ 
lished a federation of unions, the Confederation generate du Travail 
(popularly known as the “C.G.T.”)—an organization which was 
finally captured by the radical workmen, largely drawn from the 
unskilled, who had espoused the movement, already mentioned, 
known as syndicalism. The syndicalist 1 believed in what is called 
“direct action”; instead of seeking reforms through the channels 
of legislation (in other words, through political action); they 
strove, rather, to gain their ends by keeping the economic world 
in a constant state of turmoil, deliberately interfering with the 
process of production by damaging machinery or injuring the 
product (the methods known as “sabotage”) 2 or by attempting a 
general strike. On the constructive side they are not sure that they 
believe in a state at all unless it might be conceived of as a loose 
federation of self-managing industrial unions. But the majority 
of French socialists have been opportunists, and have been glad to 
work with the “bourgeois” parties for social amelioration. In 
fact, only a minority of French workmen have become syndicalist, 
and perhaps because they hate to part with their cash, only a 
minority actually belong to unions at all. It should be remembered 
that France is a country where large-scale industries are few. A 
very large proportion of skilled workers make their own wares 
and sell them as well. The French artisan who works in his shop 
with perhaps an apprentice or two still persists even though the 
gild regulations have long since disappeared. And these artisans 
are in spirit much more to be classed with the bourgeoisie than with 
the proletariat. France is very largely a land of small shop-keepers 
and peasants—a fact which partially accounts for her conserv¬ 
atism. 

Unlike England, agrarian conditions are of considerable import 


* Derived from the French word for union, syndicat, 

* “Sabotage" is supposed to be derived from the sabot, wooden shoe, which on 
one occasion some striking workmen threw into machinery in order to wreck it. 
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tance. In 1870 about two thirds of the population were peasants— The 
though the proportion gradually dwindled until now only a little peasarUrv 
more than half the French people get their living from the soil. 

The peasant, as a rule, owns his own land, which he and his family 
till with perhaps the aid of a few laborers. Large landowners are 
few, and so, on the other hand, are metayers, for France is supremely 
the land of the small proprietor. Narrow, of course, in viewpoint, 
the peasant is at the same time thrifty and hardworking, and even 
the hired laborer has as a rule his own little plot of land. Mani¬ 
festly, the democratic republic had to ^erve so large a section of its 
citizenry, and it has done so in four chief ways. In the first place, 
the peasant was protected against foreign competition by a tariff 
on wine and wheat. In the second place, agricultural instruction 
was introduced into the curricula of the country schools and made 
compulsory. In the third place, agricultural societies were per¬ 
mitted in 1884 by the same law that legalized trade unions. Such 
organizations enabled the peasants to bargain the more easily for 
their needs, to market their produce on more favorable terms, and 
to learn of improved methods of agriculture. The farm laborers 
also formed unions, and when commodity prices generally rose 
early in the twentieth century, some strikes were attempted and 
usually won their object. In the fourth place, a great effort was 
made to provide the peasant with capital—not an easy matter, 
for it encountered a Frenchman's instinctive dislike for revealing 
the extent of his income. Though agriculture became capitalized 
to some extent during the period we are considering and better 
implements of farming came into use, it was still true that the land 
was not exploited to its full capacity. There is no question but 
that French agriculture is still an industry too little developed, 
but it furnishes much of the food and all of the wine for the popula¬ 
tion, and self-sufficiency has been the primary economic considera¬ 
tion. 

In Italy, as in France, there had been social reform—chiefly inltdy 
during the period since 1880 while the more radical element in 
politics was in command. Trade unions were legalized, and a 
federation of unions organized, which, as in France, was captured The 
by the syndicalists. Owing to the influence of the politician, proletariat 
Giolitti, who, though not a socialist himself, made a practice of 
courting socialist support, a program of social legislation was 
enacted, which included old-age pensions, invalidity insurance, a 
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workman's compensation act, and compulsory insurance against 
accident, as well as restrictions of the hours of work. 

But the greatest need of Italy was relief for the peasants, who 
formed more than three quarters of the population in 1861, and is 
still about sixty per cent of the total. Unlike conditions in France, 
comparatively few peasants owned their own land. They were 
usually either metayers (tenants receiving some of their capital 
from a landlord with whom they shared their products in a stip¬ 
ulated proportion) or, as was the case in southern Italy, rural 
workers on large landed estates which were feudal in origin. In 
either case the Italian peasant lived always close to the border¬ 
line of subsistence—a fact partly due to the unfavorable character 
of the soil and partly due to his economic dependence. In case of a 
drought there was little to save him from starvation. Many of the 
peasants suffered from pellagra (a disease induced from eating 
bad corn) or from malaria if they lived in the swampy regions of 
middle Italy. In general it must be said that under the parliamen¬ 
tary regime the government failed to attack the rural problem in its 
fundamentals. It drained some marshes, launched a project of 
reforesting the mountains, undertook to check pellagra by fur¬ 
nishing instruction in dietetics, and provided a few land banks and 
agricultural schools, but nothing was done toward raising the peas¬ 
ant to a position of economic independence—such a step as 
Prussia took at great expense but with substantial results. Agri¬ 
culture in Italy was backward and seemed likely to remain so. 
The fact that distress was chronic was evidenced by the steady 
stream of emigration. But with all his poverty the Italian peasant 
is at least a cheerful sufferer, and though usually rather ignorant 
and extremely superstitious, he is at any rate rendered industrious 
by force of circumstances. 

Surveying the position of the common man during the period 
just treated, we may perhaps agree with the economist, Keynes, 
that the exceptional type was able to raise himself above his 
station and force his way into the ranks of the middle or upper 
classes. The rigid social stratification of the Old Regime had long 
since loosened (in France, indeed, had disappeared); rationalize 
tion had not yet extinguished the small independent producer; 
and the individual of promise had often a chance to better his 
condition. The late nineteenth century is sometimes thought of as 
the heyday of the “self-made man,” Moreover, as illiteracy 
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declined, knowledge was made more generally available-through 
newspapers at least. Yet such facts must not be overemphasized. 

For most of the toiling masses the handicaps were much too great 
to enable latent ability to assert itself. Inspiration requires back¬ 
ground as a rule. The general standard of living among the workers 
was still too low to enable the average person in such a group to 
find his level. Only in skilled leadership was there seemingly a way 
out; and the instruments employed for pushing heir cause, trade- 
unionism and active participation in politics, were necessarily 
slow in affecting the distribution of wealth. Moreover even the 
“social state” was capitalistic in its foundations, and, as an emi¬ 
nent scholar puts it, “an educational system which in most western 
countries ends at the age o»' fourteen is an insurance for capitalism 
against inconvenient attack.” After a 11, capitalism, being so well 
entrenched, had only to defend. The argument of force, which 
trade-unionism implied did not receive general approval save 
when used with moderation. The “social state” was paternalistic, 
and only partially weaned from laissez-faire. Yet it is something 
that it was the product of an actual recognition of the importance 
of the proletariat in modern society. So much the pressure of the 
working class had accomplished. The question of really how near 
economic equality persons should approach who are mentally 
unequal is something perhaps for the biologists or psychologists 
to settle. But Science has not yet ordered society according to her 
own code of justice, and it is doubtful if she ever will. 

In one way, however, applied science may help to solve the The 
problem of ending poverty. Population, as we have noted, greatly Im^control 
increased, especially in England, as the result of the Industrial 
Revolution. Near the end of the eighteenth century Malthus 
presented his famous thesis that the growth of population, unless 
checked, would inevitably outstrip the means of subsistence, and 
he was especially concerned over the fecundity of the poor. Mani¬ 
festly the problem of social relief is fundamentally aggravated by 
the excessive size of families which are unable to be self-dependent. 

With the development of medical science and a better knowledge 
of hygiene, both of which were gifts of the nineteenth century, the 
death rate was correspondingly lowered, and the problem became, 
if anything, more acute. Would the social state, in self-defense, let 
m say, adopt a reasoned attitude toward birth control? Fortu¬ 
nately or unfortunately (as one may view this problem), the religious 
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mind of the period was in general thoroughly hostile to any inter¬ 
ference with the course of nature. From about 1875 the fall of the 
birth rate became general throughout western Europe but in most 
countries it was the upper classes who deliberately restricted the 
size of their families—chiefly, perhaps, as a means of enjoying a 
higher standard of living for themselves and their children, and 
partly because of the growing demand from women for a greater 
sphere of activity outside of the home. Meanwhile the question 
of bringing scientific knowledge of birth control before the masses 
became—and still is—violently controversial. A well-known 
author of a book on poverty has declared that “the greatest need 
of mankind in his war against poverty is for such control and 
regulation of his propagation as will result in a selective birth 
rate.” Certainly the size of families is intimately connected with 
the standard of living, and if that standard is to be brought to a 
decent level, prodigality in having children must be paid for by 
some source—should it be paid for by society as a whole? Some 
scholars go so far as to say that if the social state is to look after 
the welfare of the masses, it has a right to expect the masses to 
ease its burden in this regard. Nevertheless it is only in recent 
years that private agencies for educative propaganda have begun 
to win the sympathies of the public, and not only have govern¬ 
ments in general shirked the problem but France and Italy have 
recently passed legislation to obstruct such efforts. Apart from 
religious influences (less inveterate than they once were), opposi¬ 
tion to birth control has developed from a new angle. The new 
Italy and the new Germany are doing what they can to promote 
large families as a means of amassing man power. In other words, 
the question is affected by nationalism—a spirit of so powerful a 
nature that it needs to be examined in some detail. 

Nationalism and the Submerged Nationalities 

Some t One may comprehend the psychology of nationalism by thinking 

mlndions for the moment of patriotism, which is as familiar to us as de¬ 
mocracy. While democracy is an inward force and has to do with 
an individual’s relations to the state of which he is a citizen, 
patriotism, on the other hand, looks outward; the individual 
envisages his country as a whole and looks out on other countries 
with a sense of superiority or antagonism. Democracy and pa¬ 
triotism have nothing in common except that a democratic nation 
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is more articulate and hence may display a more vigorous pa¬ 
triotism. But patriotism is but a subdivision of the more general 
term, nationalism. Some people do not enjoy such a thing as a 
patria in the sense of a country which is theirs by choice. But 
patriotism has much the same character and is derived from the 
same origins as nationalism, and we shall deal with the latter as 
the more basic force. A group possessing the sentiment of national¬ 
ism is known as a nationality. The term, nation, commonly used 
by political scientists as svnonymous with nationality, seems 
usually to imply independence and adherence to a common gov¬ 
ernment. 

Now what is nationalism? Being a psychological force and yet Meaning of 
involving much that is tangible and real, it is hard to devise a n wmum 
completely adequate definition. Perhaps we may define it as the 
sense of unity and distinctiveness on the part of a people, coupled 
with the determination to defend and perhaps to promote those 
ideals and interests which hold it together as a group. There must 
always be something to bind such a people together, common 
traditions, common memories, common institutions, common ideals 
—all that go to make up a fairly uniform culture. But what, we may 
ask, goes to form a nationality in the beginning? How comes it 
that two peoples dwelling side by side may be of two distinct 
nationalities. The making of a nationality may be the result of a 
number of different factors. Language, religion, geography, or 
history (in the sense of a common experience in the past), or a 
combination of some of these factors may afford us our explana¬ 
tion. The Chinese lived in a natural geographical compartment 
and developed a language and institutions peculiar to themselves. 
Geography and language contributed powerfully to make the 
Italians a separate nationality, though there were enough inner 
differences to have kept them permanently divided, had not history 
stepped in and gradually developed a nationalist consciousness. 

Swiss nationalism has no common language as a basis and their 
country has little geographical unity, but they had once been 
bound together by common resistance to an alien yoke. Americans, 
on the other hand, speak the same language as the English; yet 
history and geography have made them a distinct nationality. 

In the case of the Croats and Serbs of Austria-Hungary the dis¬ 
tinction was almost wholly one of religion, since their language was 
the same and some of them at least had shared the same historical 
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experience* Race has sometimes something to do with nationality, 
since the Russians and the Chinese are obviously of different 
race, but the races of Europe have so intermingled that in that 
continent nationalist distinctions are hardly along racial lines. 
Perhaps language was originally the most active determinant, 
for it was through its language, more than through anything else, 
that a people came to express its inmost self. We have already 
noted the rise of a national literature as contributive to the making 
of a national state. 

We shall not review the history of a force, which as Gustave 
Le Bon has said, had its origin “at some undated period.” There 
were evidences of it in the Middle Ages, as we have noted, though 
it was mostly latent then, since the masses lived for the most 
part in a static civilization, and, as Professor Pollard has said, 
“the absence of nationality is characteristic of all medieval in¬ 
stitutions.” When the spirit was aroused, it was usually in time 
of stress, as in France under Jeanne Dare. Except, perhaps, in 
England, where insularity early made for nationalist sentiment, 
nationalism was for the most part dormant during the Middle 
Ages 1 and hardly a vigorous force during the early Modern Era 2 
though it should be noted that with the decline of feudal interests 
and religious antagonisms, loyalty to the crown developed the 
“national” point of view, as represented by the monarch and his 
ministers; moreover, mercantilism, though an affair chiefly of 
governments and the middle class, had been an exhibition of 
nationalism in a sense. So far as it may be said to exist during 
the Old Regime, it was an affair chiefly of the upper and middle 
classes, for the masses had hardly awakened to a nationalist con¬ 
sciousness. It was, in fact, the French Revolution, as we have 
noted, 3 that made it a really spontaneous and enduring force in 
European history. Its convulsive record in the nineteenth century 
prior to 1870 has already been discussed. Professor MacDougall, 
the social psychologist, rightly calls it “the most powerful factor 
in modern history.” 

Ever since the French Revolution had demonstrated the power 

1 See page 81. 

* The precedence of religious over national interest was conspicuously displayed 
hi the Wars of Religion when Catholics and Calvinists sometimes sided with enemies 
of their country. The Fronde (see page 81) furnished an interesting example of 
national interest sacrificed to class interest. 

* Page 319. 
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of the self-reliant, self-propelled group, the various nationalities Object* of 
living under alien rule have naturally come to long for independence nailomtum 
or, at the very least, autonomy. This desire is doubtless one of 
the most reasonable forms of nationalism, especially if the nation¬ 
ality in question is suffering from oppression or from an assault 
upon those qualities and traditions that have made it a nationality. 

Such an example of nationalism is comparable to the ideal of 
national defense, one of t he manifestations of ti at spirit which an 
independent nation may be forced to display. For tracing other 
national objects we may p ven go back to the time when nation¬ 
alism—in this case patriotism—was tmbodied largely in the sov¬ 
ereign or his small gioup of advisers who were able to look at the 
realm as a distinct unit, \mong the commonest national objects 
as we have noticed, have been natural boundaries and the securing 
of an outlet on a sea, or, if an outlet is already possessed, the 
acquisition of territory that would provide a better position on a 
sea. It is obvious that strategic or commercial ends are here in 
view. After the French Revolution had made nationalism a pop¬ 
ular force, most importance became attached to freeing the dif¬ 
ferent members of a nationality still under foreign rule in order 
that all might be united under one flag and culture. This type of 
nationalism is irredentism, the aspiration to redeem the brothers 
in subjection; and as most states had grown up haphazardly, 
there were many such examples of nationalist elements coveted 
by an outside power. Manifestly irredentism was a highly sub¬ 
versive force, threatening the stability of many European states. 

Still another manifestation of nationalism is what we call imperial¬ 
ism, the demand for political or economic control of lands popu¬ 
lated by relatively backward races. This type of nationalism—the 
most provocative of war during the period we are now consider¬ 
ing"—will be discussed in the next chapter. 

There is also that phase of nationalism known as “economic 
nationalism/' which may, as we shall notice, manifest itself as 
imperialism, but which may, on the other hand, appear as some¬ 
thing more strictly defensive—-the desire of a nation to protect its 
economic life from foreign competition. We have already noticed 
mercantilism as an aspect of the Era of National Consolidation. 

A sense of solidarity was promoted on the part of each nation by 
economic ties just as the mutual antagonism of nations was illus¬ 
trated by economic barriers between them. In this manner the 
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Industrial Revolution in a sense promoted nationalism. Improved 
methods of communication, such as a network of railways, de¬ 
veloped a more compact nation and placed the group feeling on a 
more solid and practical basis. As a complement to this develop¬ 
ment the erection of tariff walls had the effect of making each 
nation more of an economic unit, and as far as possible its ideal 
was that of national self-sufficiency. Thi^ has meant not only the 
capacity to feed itself but the assurance of having an abundance of 
raw materials for its industries—and such, as we shall point out 
later, was one of the motives for the revival of imperialism. Then, 
as a natural corollary, it was deemed necessary to protect home 
industries from foreign competition by means of tariffs. As a 
matter of fact, the trend during the first half of the nineteenth 
century had been rather in the opposite direction. 1 Under the 
influence of Adam Smith and on the basis of the reasoning that 
she must look outside for her food and facilitate its importation 
Great Britain, as we have seen, adopted what was practically 
free trade. Soon France under Napoleon III followed, in a measure, 
her example, and before long most of the Continental nations were 
bound together by treaties which provided for only low duties 
on imports and no prohibitive tariffs. It looked as if Europe had 
become converted to the idea of economic interdependence. But 
in the third quarter of the century—the period we are now con¬ 
sidering—one witnessed a return to economic nationalism almost 
indeed as ironclad as in the days of mercantilism. The rise of new 
nations like Germany, the competition of American wheat, and 
the rapid industrial development of the Continent contributed 
to this change. Bismarck, though by conviction a free trader, 
responded to the demand of the junkers for a tariff on agricultural 
products, and Germany thus definitely adopted protection in 
1879, extended later to manufactured articles. France soon fol¬ 
lowed Germany's example, and other nations followed in their 
wake. Only Great Britain still clung to free trade, but in the 
'nineties the Conservative statesman, Joseph Chamberlain, raised 
the issue of “tariff reform," as a mild form of protection, made to 
include “imperial preference”—that is, allowing the British 
dominions a preferential treatment, and amounting, in effect, to 
the creation of an imperial Zollvereiv. Though his project met with 
no success* one might wonder how long the British would be able 

1 See page 426. 
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to remain the single exception in a world of protectionist nations. 

For the time when British goods flooded the markets of the Con¬ 
tinent, insuring for Great Britain a period of unparalleled pros¬ 
perity, had steadily drawn to a close, as industries on the Continent 
had developed. 

Finally there is that species of nationalism which involves the 
attitude of a national government toward alien elements in the 
state when it undertakes a policy of assimilation. Such a policy 
is more in keeping with dvnasticism-the idea that the people 
ruled by a government is a matter simply of dynastic inheritance 
and not concerned with nationalist differences. The process in¬ 
volved an attack upon another nationality—one that perhaps 
cherished the hope of becoming free. In the case of the Serbs of 
Austria-Hungary freedom meant the right to become incorporated 
with Serbia. The Alsatians and the Roumans of Hungary had 
similarly separatist aims. But with the Poles, the Irish, the Czechs, 
and the Finns there was at least no case of irredentism, since the 
whole nationality was subject to foreign rule. 

An example of a nationality aspiring to freedom from subjection Nationcdum 
is furnished by the Poles. The kingdom of Poland, as will be re- Ejection: 
membered, was extinguished in the eighteenth century and its j£) 
population divided between Austria, Prussia, and Russia. The 
Poles of Austria secured in the days of the Dual Monarchy a 
certain favored treatment and were not rebellious. Those in 
Russia had twice rebelled, and were held down since 1863 in a 
state of bitter subjection. The Russians hoped to extinguish 
Polish nationalism by confining the language of instruction to 
Russian in all schools; but in this purpose they were defeated, as 
the Poles preferred to remain in ignorance than be Russianized. 

Meanwhile Prussia was learning that even good treatment will 
not always avail to weaken nationalism. Frederick the Great, as 
we have noticed, had done much for the development of his Polish 
provinces, and the effect of the social reforms of the early nine¬ 
teenth century was not only to free the Polish peasant from serfdom 
but to make him a landed proprietor. Even a certain amount of 
autonomy had been granted in the province of Posen. But the 
Poles were never content under Prussian rule. History, language, 
and (to a large extent) religion marked them out as a separate 
nationality, and they never forgave Prussia for her part in the 
destruction of the kingdom of Poland. Hence they revolted in 
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sympathy with the Russian Poles in 1831, and in consequence 
the autonomy of Posen was withdrawn. During the 'fifties when 
the Industrial Revolution made strides in Prussia a Polish middle 
class was created—the one thing of which they had always stood 
in need—and a sort of nationalist renascence was quietly promoted. 
In 1863 there was another revolt in conjunction with that in 
Russia. After the establishment of the German Empire Bismarck 
made up his mind to solve this problem, so injurious to its integ¬ 
rity and security. In two ways he sought to depress Polish na¬ 
tionalism: by placing disabilities on the language of the Poles and 
by weakening their ascendancy over the land. By certain acts of 
legislation the Polish language was debarred from the elementary 
schools as well as from public meetings of all sorts, including the 
theater. Then he got the Prussian parliament to set aside a sum 
of money to purchase land from the natives in order to sell it 
to Germans. By this colonizing scheme he hoped to secure a Ger¬ 
man grip on the Polish provinces and undermine the unity of this 
alien segment. But the scheme was a dismal failure. As the price 
of land rose, many Poles made their fortunes in selling land 
to these newcomers, and then proceeded to buy land in Silesia, 
thus broadening the area of Polonism. Moreover, many of the 
German settlers, finding the environment unfriendly, were will¬ 
ing to be assimilated, and became to all intents and purposes 
Poles. Even the campaign against their language did not really 
weaken the Poles but only served to embitter them. Bismarck, 
like Napoleon, had failed to understand the strength of national¬ 
ism. After his day an effort was made to force the Poles to sell 
land at a price fixed by the government, but this measure also 
brought but little result. As J. H. Clapham, the British economist, 
remarks, “The Poles continued to multiply and possess the earth. 
If they were kept from it here and there, they went to the towns 
and Polonized them." Generally speaking, Prussia's policy had 
redounded not only to the material advantage of the Poles but 
to their moral welfare as well. A people who had shown in times 
p$at but little unity and self-reliance had come to acquire those 
qualities in the stress of self-defense; and down to the outbreak of 
the Great War the Poles were still a thorn in the side of Prussia. 

Another case of a submerged nationality which constituted a 
vital problem for the governing power was that of the Irish. We 
have already described the unhappy fortunes of this people under 
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British rule. Irish nationalism bore a striking analogy to Polish 
in that it was bred of differences of temperament and religion as 
well as the memory of historic wrongs. Unlike the Poles, however, 
most of the Irish had abandoned the use of their ancient tongue, 
and spoke the language of their rulers. Unlike the Poles also, the 
Irish population (and by this we mean Catholic Ireland, not 
Ulster) were in a state of abject poverty. Famine conditions in the 
’forties (due to the failure of the potato crop) had caused the death 
of hundreds of thousands; and the despair which naturally ensued 
led to a stream of emigration. At the end of fifty years the popula¬ 
tion of Ireland had been reduced by almost half. 

Economic instability was at the ro'H of the Irish question. The 
land was tilled by a native v enantry of absentee landlords (generally 
of English extraction l ) under conditions which even in normal 
times barely insured subsistence. Ireland, for one thing, is a coun¬ 
try where the rainfall is over-abundant, and most of the land is 
boggy. The Irish peasant, who was not naturally thrifty or 
industrious, still employed antiquated methods of tillage, and 
had no capital, as a rule, with which to improve them. If per¬ 
chance he should improve his holding, the usual result was a 
prompt increase of his rent, and in case he could not pay it, he 
was liable to be evicted with the loss of the little capital he had 
expended. Since, moreover, leases were short, tenure was at best 
precarious, and as there were more workers than tenancies, rent 
was unduly high owing to the large number of competitors for the 
land. Evictions for the non-payment of rent were the constantly 
recurring agony of Irish life, and the evil was on the increase. 
In the ’sixties there was a good deal of unrest, and the government 
had much cause to feel concern. It was partly because Disraeli 
had dodged the Irish question that Gladstone won the general 
election of 1868 and came into office pledged to secure some sort 
of amelioration for Ireland. One of his first measures was the 
disestablishment of the Anglican Church in that country, the 
Irish being no longer obliged to support an alien creed out of their 
meager resources. 

Twice Gladstone attempted by legislation to solve the economic 
problem* On the second occasion (1881) he adopted the platform 

1 Descendants of the men who had profited by tho confiscations of Tudor and 
Stuart times. As, according to Irish custom, the land had been held by clans rather 
than a few single landowners, expropriation had converted the status of a landowning 
class Into one of tenantry. 
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of the Irish Land League (founded in 1879): fair rent, fixity of 
tenure (that is, so long as rent were paid) and free sale (that is, 
the right of a peasant to sell his tenancy and receive a compensa¬ 
tion for any improvements that he had made); but these measures 
hardly reached the core of the problem, and Ireland was still 
unpacified. A large section of Irish opinion had come by this time 
to demand home rule, and a determined campaign was carried on 
by the Irish members of the house of commons who tried to force 
the issue by obstructing all legislative business. After the general 
election of 1885 Gladstone found himself without a working ma¬ 
jority in the house unless he could count on the Irish members; 
so in 1886 he surrendered to the principle of home rule, and, ac¬ 
cordingly, brought in his first measure to that effect. There was 
thus precipitated one of the most formidable political crises of the 
century. The bill was attacked by some on the ground that the 
Irish, if politically separated from England, would be a source of 
danger to the United Kingdom. Some, too, agreed with Salisbury 
that the Irish were incapable of self-government. But the most 
serious resistance was encountered from a group of Liberals, 
headed by Chamberlain, who, while believing in home rule, felt 
that the same status should also be granted to Ulster, which might 
otherwise be oppressed by the Catholic Irish. So strongly did this 
element feel that they seceded from the party, forming a new group, 
known as the Liberal Unionists, which eventually became absorbed 
in the Conservative Party. Thanks to their defection, the home 
rule bill failed to pass the house of commons, and Gladstone ac¬ 
cordingly resigned. The sequel, of course, was another period of 
lawlessness and repression. In 1893, however, Gladstone returned 
to power (he was then in his eighty-fifth year), and he at once 
brought up a second bill, providing this time for the maintenance 
of Irish representation in the house of commons as a supplement 
to home rule. But this time it was the house of lords that rejected 
the bill, and Gladstone retired permanently from public life. Yet, 
the rival party, the Conservatives, who then came into power, 
were forced to apply some remedy to the Irish question. While 
putting down disorder with a heavy hand, they tried, as one of 
their opponents expressed it, to “kill home rule by kindness/ 1 
By various legislative acts the State provided funds for buying 
out the landlords, 1 the peasants acquiring the land through loans 

1 Great financial inducement* were made to the Irish landlords to sell* and 
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repaid to the State by annual payments over a long period of 
years. This policy (which, in principle, had first been suggested 
by the Liberal, John Bright) was designed to create a class of 
peasant proprietors as the most feasible method of solving the 
agrarian problem. So successful was the policy that by the end of 
British rule at least two thirds of the land had passed into the 
hands of the peasants in full ownership. 

Unhappily the political problem was rendered no less acute 
because of better economic conditions. Home rule was still the 
object of Irish patriots. When in 1906 the Liberals recovered 
power, they gave their whole attention to social reform and had 
little thought for Ireland, but in th^ elections of 1910 they lost 
so many seats in the house of commons that the Asquith ministry 
found it necessary to look to the Irish nationalists for support for 
its social program. A sort of trade was arranged, and the result 
was the third home rule bill, similar to the lines of the second. 
Since by this time the veto power of the house of lords had been 
abolished, the passage of the bill was assured, but a sudden storm 
arose from an unexpected quarter. The Ulsterites resolved to re¬ 
volt rather than be bound to a regime which they felt convinced 
would subject them to religious persecution and heavy taxation 
of Irish industries (mostly concentrated in Ulster); it was declared 
that home rule would mean “Rome rule,” and with this position 
leading Conservatives in England openly sympathized. The 
Ulsterites proceeded to arm, and as the Catholic Irish did likewise, 
there was by 1914 every prospect of civil war. Nothing saved the 
situation but the coming of a European crisis and the outbreak of 
the Great War. As a truce was now imperative, the operation of 
the bill, recently passed, was now suspended for the duration of the 
War. 

But if civil war was averted, the danger of an Irish rebellion was 
increased. For the Irish nationalists cared comparatively little 
for the European struggle and felt that their own cause had been 
betrayed. A more radical organization, known as Sinn Fein, 1 
demanding not home rule but a republic, had been started some 
ten years back, and in 1917 it attempted an insurrection. The fact 
that many Irish were in collusion with Germany rendered the 

finally some compulsion was legally applied—an unusual attack on the rights of 
property. 

1 Meaning in Irish “we ourselves." 
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situation doubly serious. The “Easter Rebellion,” as it was called, 
was speedily put down (followed by the execution of some innocent 
members of Sinn Fein), and the ministry then revived the third 
home rule bill, though not applying it to Ulster, which had been 
far more loyal to the empire during the War and was still averse 
to union with the rest of Ireland. But conciliation was vain. Nei¬ 
ther the Home-Rulers (the so-called Nationalists) nor the Sinn 
Feiners were as yet willing to consider the breaking up of Ireland, 
and it was felt that in making changes in the original bill the Brit¬ 
ish government had been guilty of bad faith. In any case home 
rule was doomed. In the elections of 1S18 the Home-Rulers were 
thoroughly beaten by the Sinn Feiners, and their erstwhile allies, 
the Liberals, were likewise routed. The Irish question was now to 
enter a new phase—a subject which we shall reserve to a later 
chapter. 

But excepting the Irish and the Catalans in Spain most of the 
subject nationalities were in central or eastern Europe. The Finns 
were not unreconciled to Russian rule as long as their constitution 
(which provided for autonomy and a personal union with Russia) 
was respected, but in 1906 the imperial government commenced 
an attack on Finnish nationalism; their constitution was abrogated, 
and it was only after a struggle that it was restored—not, however, 
without a reduction of Finland's rights. Mention has already been 
made of the Czechs of Austria/ whose stage of development cer¬ 
tainly entitled them to autonomy at least. With the exception of 
the Serbo-Croats the rest of the subject peoples of the Dual Mon¬ 
archy presented no serious problem, though it was doubtful if a 
state that was so clearly an offense to nationalism would manage 
to endure much longer in its existing form. A peculiarly hflrflasipg 
case was that of the people of Alsace-Lorraine, who much against 
their will had been handed over to Germany by the Treaty of 
Frankfort. 2 Treated with harshness under Bismarck and later with 
a pertain studied effort at conciliation, they undoubtedly prospered 
in becoming subjects of industrial Germany; yet they were none 
the less unreconciled to German rule—fair evidence that national¬ 
ism is generally too strong to be purchased or beguiled. Exasper¬ 
ated because his efforts were not appreciated, the Emperor Wil¬ 
liam II was quoted as saying, “She has felt my velvet glove; she 

1 See page 601, 

•See pages 498-9, 
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will feel my iron one.” Germany had failed to win the people of 
Alsace-Lorraine, just as Prussia had failed to win her Danes and 
Poles. 

Manifestly nationalism, however we may regard it, is far too 
potent a force to be crushed. It is also obvious that civilization 
is all the richer for the cultural outflow of many different groups 
with their own particular outlook upon life. The policy of Germany 
and Russia in dealing with their subject nationalities was—-to cite 
a famous epigram— “worse than a crime, it was a blunder.” 

Even though the policy was not successful, it was always pro¬ 
ductive of hatred and a perpetual incentive co violence; and a 
nationality attacked is more likely to gain than lose in spiritual 
power. 

Nationalism is essentially a phenomenon of social psychology. The 
It is often remarked that an individual will do, as a member of P* ychoIouy 
a group, many things that he would shrink from as an individual. Mtionalhm 
The individual ego, in fact, yields in force to the collective ego, 
which accounts for that sense of unqualified superiority that one 
nation feels toward another. The Englishman knows that his 
institutions are the best; the Frenchman knows that his culture is 
supreme over all others; the Germans feel that they are the chosen 
people; the Americans with their boasted up-to-date-ness look on 
other peoples as hopelessly slow and stupid, not realizing, perhaps, 
that standards of value may differ. Of course we generally like 
what we are used to. The French and English as a rule abhor each 
other’s cooking. The Frenchman who waits for a crowded omnibus 
until his number is called cannot comprehend how an American 
prefers to shove his way through a crowd. The average English¬ 
man, with his innate sense of fair play, marvels that the German 
should need so many “forbidden” signs, and the German would 
not have it any other way and despises what he considers the 
unsystematic ways of the English. Through the centuries people 
have evolved the manners and institutions that are most adapted 
to their tastes, and it is the virtual uniformity of the group that 
gives us a nationality. There is little of reasoning about it. Na¬ 
tionalism is arrogantly self-satisfied; it has little of the power of 
introspection; it tyrannizes over its own. In time of war the in¬ 
dividual is at once merged with the mass. He is not permitted, as 
a rule, to act according to his judgment, but is expected to serve 
his country “right or wrong.” For him the law of the state—the 
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nation-state—is the supreme law; his country’s cause, the highest 
moral force that may be considered. It is thus assumed that 
individualism must always be sacrificed to nationalism. If not 
actually punished, the one who stands out and declines to go with 
the crowd is treated as a pariah. Nationalism has the qualities of a 
religion and is not readily amenable to reason. One knows also that 
the collective emotionalism of the group may carry an individual 
to the point where reason or conscience ceases to control his actions; 
and it is thus that the mob spirit is evolved. Of its very nature, 
nationalism is combative. Sensitive to outside currents, it is quick 
to resent insults. Viewing only its own objects as holy, it is quick 
to take advantage of the outsider. Nationalism, when reduced to 
its lowest terms, is collective vanity or collective selfishness. It is 
that force which has kept the world in a state of anarchy and is 
threatening civilization with destruction. Its nemesis will be 
viewed in the following chapters. 
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6. PREPARATIONS FOR WAR 

Tightening of the Triple Entente; Position of Poincarf; The gathering 
storm; Question of responsibility. 


Our study of nationalism has enabled us to understand its 
inherent perils. Nationalism as imperialism was a dangerous 
force, magnified in proportion as the stakes were large, the fields 
remote, and the complications of a sort that could not readily be 
foreseen. Imperialism, allied with militarism, signified a predis¬ 
position to war as a means of attaining national objects. National¬ 
ism as irredentism threatened the integrity of existing states 
and often embittered their relations. The existence of two armed 
camps to keep the balance of power and insure peace carried within 
itself the germs of its own destruction. The world did not want 
war; diplomats as a rule did not want war; but the fabric of Europe 
was no more firm, no more unified than it had been in the days of 
Grotius, and it was now, in the age of aggressive nationalism, much 
more liable to dissolution. Wars were no longer merely an affair 
of kings or ministers. An articulate and vigorous public opinion, 
with its care for an infinite number of personal interests, its ig¬ 
norance of foreign affairs, and its collective emotionalism formed 
the background of the rivalries and feuds which came to fever heat 
in the year 1914. And because the nations of the world were self- 
conscious groups, with many inner groups, also self-conscious, a 
war involving all the great powers would be something more than 
a war. The Great War, or the World War, as it is also labeled, 
proved to be in many respects a revolution. 

It was a long time coming, and one wonders just when its ap¬ 
proach may be said to have begun. Perhaps it was foreshadowed 
as far back as 1870. 

The International Situation after 1870— The Hegemony 

of Germany 

When the German Empire was founded in 1871, such an achieve¬ 
ment was important not only as the making of a nation; it marked 
the entrance into the family of nations of a very strong power—a 
power which, profiting by Bismarck's planning, was able to dom¬ 
inate foreign politics for more than thirty years. With France 
crushed and isolated, and Great Britain holding herself aloof from 
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the Continent or humoring her deeply rooted distrust of Russia, 
it is not too much to say that Germany under Bismarck had Upset 
the balance of power. Should that newly acquired hegemony be 
wisely exercised, Europe need not fear, but there is some logic 
in the old theory that it is not well that any power in Europe should 
become too formidable. Just how menacing Germany might be 
would depend in a measure upon the international situation, 
which we shall presently discuss. But it is equally important to 
examine her inner structure. A contemporary writer was not far off 
when he stated that Imperial Germany was “the most stupendous 
fact in modern history.” 

The Organization of the German Empire 

The constitution of the German Empire was chiefly Bismarck's 
work, and it represented the quality of his statesmanship. It was 
a medium though which the nation could express its energy under 
strong leadership. Impressed with the necessity of conciliating 
certain elements which caused him trouble during his work for 
German unity, he yielded to particularism to the extent of forming 
the new Germany into a federation of autonomous states (a sort 
of enlargement of the North German Confederation), and he 
yielded to liberalism or democracy to the extent of providing for a 
popular chamber, the reichstag, elected by universal manhood 
suffrage. But with that subtle intuition that always marked his 
statecraft Bismarck yielded actually nothing that would really 
interfere with the strength of the imperial government. Prussia 
was able in one way or another to dominate the empire. Her king 
was German emperor; her population was large enough to insure a 
Prussian predominance in the reichstag; her control of the upper 
chamber, the bundesrath, though not assured by actual voting 
strength (for Prussia had but seventeen votes out of fifty-eight), 
was rendered fairly certain by her influence in several neighboring 
states in north Germany; and finally the imperial constitution 
could not be amended if fourteen adverse votes were cast in the 
bundesrath—a provision which thus gave Prussia the opportunity 
erf thwarting any movement in a liberal direction. So close were 
the interests of Prussia to those of Germany that the imperial 
chancellor was generally premier of Prussia as well. At the same 
time the concession to liberalism was nothing more than a gesture, 
another consummate piece of political cynicism, for the reichstag 
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as a legislative body amounted to little, and was not even per¬ 
manently representative, as no provision had been made for the 
redistribution of seats to accord with the growth of the urban 
population. Bismarck had nothing to lose by letting Bavaria or 
Wiirtemberg manage its local affairs or by letting the representa¬ 
tives of the people air their views in what has been called the “hall 
of echoes.” 

The German Empire, as constituted, was a semi-autocracy. Organic 
The emperor was free to appoint his chancellor (the one important tj e thf h 
imperial minister) as he chose and to keep him as long as he chose, oovernmeru 
Much the more important branch of the legislature was the bun- 
desrath, a body composed of appointees of the various governments 
which made up the federation, and since all but three of these 
governments were monarchical (the three exceptions being the 
free cities of Hamburg, Bremen, and Liibeck), and since these 
monarchical governments were not especially liberal, the upper 
chamber was bound to be conservative and on imperial (that is, 
national) questions was not likely to oppose Prussia. The reichs- 
tag was demonstrably weak, first because practically all legisla¬ 
tion originated in the bundesrath, secondly because it did not 
have complete control over taxation (old taxes being collected 
without the need of its sanction, and certain appropriations, as 
for instance for the army, being voted for a term of years), and 
thirdly because ministerial responsibility was not recognized as a 
working feature of the constitution. 1 The reichstag could, indeed, 
reject a project presented to it by the bundesrath and could refuse 
to give its assent to a new appropriation, but its power was no 
more than simply restrictive, and if recalcitrant, it could be dis¬ 
solved by the emperor with the sanction of the bundesrath. Then 
before a new parliament was called the government could employ 
its agencies for influencing the electorate with the good hope of 
obtaining one that was more dutiful. Thus the emperor controlled 
the chancellor, who controlled the bundesrath (of which he was 
president), which in turn completely overshadowed the reichstag. 

In appreciating the weakness of the reichstag we must under¬ 
stand that it lacked what every popular chamber needs as a basis 
—a vigorous public opinion. There was, to begin with, neither 

i The fact that the chancellor was supposed by the constitution to countersign 
ail acts of the emperor and thus accept responsibility for therm was of no practical 
importance whatever, as he was not accountable to the reichstag for anything he 
did. 
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complete freedom of the press nor unrestricted freedom of associa¬ 
tion. For there was nothing like a “declaration of rights” in the 
constitution. While on matters of national prestige the public 
mind was sometimes assertive, there was, generally speaking, little 
interest in domestic questions, and the status of the reichstag was 
not such as to invite it. Much of the press was government 
controlled, for Bismarck had seen the importance of mobilizing 
the intellect in the service of the government. The chairs in the 
universities were filled by men whose politics were acceptable to 
the government; and it goes without saying that no member of 
the Social Democratic Party, which was the only really liberal 
political party, could ever hope to hold either a professorship or 
any high official position. One must also bear in mind that the 
Germans, like the Italians, had had but little experience with 
parliamentary institutions and that the habits of discipline in¬ 
stilled into them in the army were not conducive to the develop¬ 
ment of a spirit of independence. Moreover, schools, pulpit, and 
press were freely used to impart the duty of obedience. As ad¬ 
duced by certain philosophers, the German theory of state leveled 
the individual to nothing in comparison to the State, which was 
exalted as the embodiment of power. But the individual reaped 
abundant return for all his subservience. The governments, im¬ 
perial or regional, which guided his destinies in rather autocratic 
fashion, took ample care of those matters which seemed most 
vital to every German. Hence our need of viewing the other side 
of the shield. 

The solidity of Germany's political system was somewhat 
duplicated in her economic affairs. The material strength of the 
nation was attributable to various factors. In the first place 
geography was fairly kind to Germany. Though her position 
would have been more favorable had she possessed the mouth of 
the Rhine and faced the Atlantic (one may note the narrow “sea¬ 
front for that great industrial region traversed by the Rhine), 
nevertheless in natural resources she was rather to be envied. She 
had abundant coal, and the iron ore of Lorraine added greatly 
to her industrial capacity—not the least of her benefits from the 
war with France. In the second place Germany had those qualities 
needed to take advantage of her assets and to utilize the opportu¬ 
nities which the Industrial Revolution had placed in her hands. 
As regards Germans in general, they seemed to possess a wonderful 
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facility for adapting the discoveries of others to their own peculiar 
needs. It was the discovery of two Scotsmen of how to smelt the 
iron ore of Lorraine that enabled the Germans to exploit this 
wonderful natural resource. It was through the invention of 
another Britisher that the great aniline dye industry was started— 
an industry that has no peer in its field. It would be a mistake, 
however, to assume that the Germans have no inventive capacity, 
for their chemists have made wonderful discovers s, and no people 
have been more thorough in applying science to industry—with 
the result that articles of manufacture were often to be bought 
more cheaply in Germany than anywhere else, and the caption, 
“made in Germany ” was read throughout the world. Besides, 
the German merchant studied the tastes of his customers, and gave 
them what they wanted. Such was, of course, an example of Ger¬ 
man enterprise. Moreover, the German worker was docile and 
easy to manage—qualities probably due to the habit of dis¬ 
cipline ingrained in a nation that had always been military. Then 
the Germans also seemed to have a genius for organization— 
though whether it was a native trait or whether that too was 
acquired through military training can only be a matter for specula¬ 
tion. In any case the establishment of the empire made possible 
the co-ordination and concentration of the national energies. 

The result was that the German government guided and fa¬ 
thered the nation's economic development. Railways were govern¬ 
ment-owned, and their rates made flexible enough to protect home 
industries against foreign competition. A marvelous merchant 
jnarine was developed, and subsidized by the government, steamer¬ 
lines connecting Germany with all parts of the world. The banks 
were also closely affiliated with the government. The interests of 
labor were cared for by social insurance and other measures which 
we have noticed, and, naturally enough, the investment which 
the German worker had placed in this scheme for his protection 
had the effect of discouraging him from emigration. For the 
agriculturalist and manufacturer the protective tariff was adopted 
—with the result, incidentally, of fostering the growth of trusts, 
thus bringing about a concentration of wealth. The coal syndicate 
practically dominated the domestic market, and it was commonly 
said that about fifty men directed Germany's economic life. But 
the guiding hand of the government made all this possible. 

The result of all these factors was a material growth quite un- 
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preeedented in its rapidity. Germany's electrical and chemical 
industries left all foreign competitors far behind, and though in 
the making of textiles she never caught up with the British, 
her output of steel became nearly twice that of Great Britain, 
and in the manufacture of toys she led the world. The volume of 
her foreign trade increased by leaps and bounds, and between 
1870 and 1912 Germany slid into second place among the com¬ 
mercial nations of the world. The same was true of her merchant 
marine, which by 1914 could boast of a net tonnage of over 3,000,- 
000. Hamburg had rapidly become the most thriving port on the 
Continent, not only as Germany's leading port, but, by virtue of 
the volume of goods re-exported to other nations, as a sort of 
distributing center for the Continent. But the point had been 
reached where an increasing supply of raw materials had regularly 
to be imported, and this will partly explain Germany's feverish 
demand for colonies, lest an unfavorable balance of trade, not to 
mention hostile tariffs, should hamper her steady growth. At 
all events, Germany was the workshop of the Continent, and such 
was her material prosperity that poverty hardly existed within 
her borders. 

It is no great wonder that the majority of Germans were well 
content with a regime which in spite of its somewhat autocratic 
character, enabled them to maintain a comfortable living. A 
government which took such serious care of the working class 
would naturally perceive the vital importance of education. 
Every child was entitled to at least a common school education 
at the public cost, and for children between the ages of six and,, 
fourteen attendance at school was compulsory. Socially the 
German system was undemocratic (though the same might be 
said of the French and English systems). Members of the middle 
class did not send their children to the free schools if they could 
avoid it, and they, in turn, were unable to aspire to the schools of 
the aristocracy; while restrictions partly curricular and partly 
financial tended to 'keep the children of the masses from getting 
beyond the elementary grades. Excess of discipline was also a 
feature of the system; teachers were carefully chosen for conserv¬ 
ative views; and in Prussia loyalty to the kaiser was carefully 
inculcated. Yet the aim was to furnish competent instruction, and 
care was taken of the physique as well as the mind of each pupil. 
“The ultimate aim, never lost to view," wrote an American scholar 



THE ORIGINS OF THE GREAT WAR 


679 


in 1912, “is that the boy shall be made a good soldier and a self- 
supporting and useful citizen, and the girl shall become a model 
Hausfrau and mother. The first requisite of national power is 
recognized to be sturdy, intelligent, thrifty men and women.” 

Much was also done, especially in Prussia, to foster the loyalty of 
youth through the patronage of various youth organizations, 
amalgamated in 1911 as the Young German League, which had 
as one of its objects preparation for military training. 1 Prussia 
expended a considerable sum on welfare work among her youth. 

It goes without saying that German towns were models of clean¬ 
liness and efficient administration. Also they were thoroughly 
policed. No one was allowed to become a nuisance to his neighbor, 
and if “Fobbidden” sign.*' were prevalent everywhere, it was 
because the social viewpoint had precedence over individual im¬ 
pulses or interests. The police as the custodians of order and of 
the general interest could at times be very meddlesome and domi¬ 
neering, but Germans felt, in general, that the benefit was worth 
the price. They found no charm in the Anglo-Saxon or Latin 
exaltation of the individual. To them the degree of liberty enjoyed 
by the French and English spelled chaos and extravagance. They 
preferred a more thoroughly developed “social state,” grounded as 
it was on the public welfare and functioning with organized effi¬ 
ciency. Such, indeed, was the essence of their Kultur . Germany 
was, therefore, something more than an autocratic monarchy with a 
military background and military ideals. It was also a paternalism. 

The moral and material strength of such a nation is evident. 

Now what about its position in the European family? 

Position of Germany in Europe—The Triple Alliance 

The policy of Bismarck, who was chancellor from 1871 to 1890, Formation 
was fundamentally defensive. He had accomplished the great °iiliaim tple 
object of his career, and he wanted no more wars. He was unable, 
•single-handed, to restrain Moltke and the militarists when they 
nearly provoked a new war with France in 1876, and it was only 
the pressure of the Powers, especially Russia, that saved the situa¬ 
tion; but with this exception Bismarck’s mastery of his govern¬ 
ment’s policy was unchallenged—at least until 1888—and his 
chief consideration was the defense of the empire, the conservation 

i The socialists had also their youth organization, which was naturally pacifist 
in leanings. 
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of his handiwork. Assuming as he did the inveterate hostility of 
France, he made it his business that this power should remain 
isolated. He accordingly effected an alliance with Austria-Hungary 
(1879), as well as contracting similar agreements with Russia 
(the Reinsurance Treaties of 1881 and 1887), and he cultivated 
friendly relations with England. His crowning diplomatic achieve¬ 
ment was the formation in 1882 of the Triple Alliance, composed 
of Germany, Austria, and Italy. 

An alliance purely defensive and created for defensive purposes, 
the Triple Alliance nevertheless greatly strengthened Germany's 
position. The position of France was correspondingly rendered 
less secure; and a second war-scare in 1887 gave the French much 
food for thought. Then Bismarck, strange to say, committed a 
blunder, that gave his old enemy a handle. In spite of having 
concluded a secret treaty with Russia, providing for mutual amity, 
he deliberately discouraged the availability of the German money- 
market for Russian loans. It is probably true that what he wanted 
was to impress Russia with her dependence (he naturally disap¬ 
proved of Russia's adoption of a protective tariff), but it was a 
gratuitous provocation for which there was little if any practical 
justification. Russia immediately turned to France, who was more 
than ready to welcome her importunities. French bankers provided 
Russia with a series of loans, aggregating over 3,000,000,000 
francs. The reason was obvious. France saw a chance of ending 
her isolation by an alliance with Russia. And Russia, on her side, 
perceived that if she wished to borrow indefinitely in Paris, she 
would have to agree to a formal alliance, and she believed that 
meeting in that way her financial needs was eminently worth the 
price. An understanding was reached in 1891, followed by a 
military convention in 1892, which became effective in 1894. 
Defensive like the Triple Alliance, the provisions of the Dual 
Alliance were also secret. The firstfruit of this alignment was 
another large loan in 1891. Whether Bismarck could have re¬ 
claimed Russia at the last minute is somewhat doubtful, but at 
any rate he had retired from office in 1890, and no effort was made 
then to rebuild the bridge. 

We shall notice later on the full import of the Dual Alliance. 
Suffice it to say here that there was now a division of Europe into 
two rival systems. Superficially the balance of power had been 
restored- And yet, in spite of the herculean efforts of France to 



_ THE ORIGINS OF THE GREAT WAR _581 

augment her army, there was little doubt that the Triple Alliance 
was much the stronger of the two combinations. A solid phalanx 
had been erected across central Europe, and the dominating mem¬ 
ber of the coalition was Germany. Down to 1904 the hegemony 
of Germany was still a fact. 

It was Germany’s position in Europe, coupled with her physical 
strength, that makes one think of her as a great compressed dy¬ 
namo. With her growing population (nearly 70,000,000 in 1914), 
her tremendous industrial growth and commercial expansion, and 
her dominant position in Furope, she seemed somehow to demand 
a place in the world more commensuraie to her strength. So much 
stored-up power uncontrolled by an external authority was a 
standing danger in a world of greed and ambition. Thus any in¬ 
cautious flaunting of her military power was likely to induce other 
nations of Europe to seek in some way to redress the balance and 
to assume an obstructive, perhaps an aggressive attitude. The 
growth of militarism in Europe was, in fact, one of the paths leading 
to war. 


Militarism and the Race of Armaments 

Militarism, whether it be armed fear, or that fondness for war Militarism 
and its trappings which lingered on in a world that was becoming * or defe7l8e 
more civilized in most respects, was one of the menaces to the 
world’s peace. On the intelligible theory that large standing armies 
and navies were necessary for national defense armaments were 
piled on every hand. At the beginning of 1914 conscription was 
in force in all the great nations except Great Britain, and even in 
the British Isles there had been a strong agitation to adopt it. 

Owing to a succession of international crises even neutralized 
Belgium had so despaired of her safety that she too had adopted 
the principle of universal service (1913). For reasons which we 
shall ascertain later armaments had been generally increased during 
the last two years of the peace; in other words, the race was then 
accelerated. Since two years in the army were insufficient to bring 
French man power up to the German level, the service was then 
lengthened to three years, and Russia lengthened hers to three 
and a half. Just before the outbreak of war France had a stand¬ 
ing army of approximately 800,000, Germany, about 760,000 
(with definite plans for 870,000), and Russia, something like 
1,500,000; but these figures do not include the much larger 



The race of 
naval 

armaments 


582 A SHORT HISTORY OF M O DERN EUROPE 

numbers which constituted the reserves, Europe slept on its 
arms. 

One should also remember the naval power of Great Britain, 
For some time before the Great War naval armaments had been 
steadily increased. Great Britain had formulated the doctrine 
(1889) that for national safety it was necessary that she should 
have a navy that equaled that of any two powers on the Conti¬ 
nent. The powers she had had in mind were France and Russia, 



Underwood & Underwood 

British Battle Cruiser 


but in 1898 Germany entered the field as a naval power, and in 
1900, after a campaign to educate public opinion (since the reichs- 
tag had cut down the naval estimates two years earlier) a sen¬ 
sational naval bill was passed, which made the German navy the 
second in the world. A memorandum accompanying the bill dis¬ 
cussed at length the question of how large a navy would be needed 
for defense in a war with England. As this effort was construed as a 
challenge to British sea power, the British admiralty henceforth 
looked upon Germany as the potential enemy, and Sir John Fisher, 
who became active head of the navy in 1903, set to work with such 
ardor to augment its fighting capacity that he allowed himself to talk 
of A surprise raid on the German fleets. When in 1905 the British 
commenced to construct dreadnoughts, the Germans had, of course, 
to construct them too, and as most of the older vessels had then to 
bo scrapped, the Germans had almost an even advantage. A race 
of naval Armaments had commenced, which on one occasion threw 
the British public into a panic. Loath to divert the public funds 
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from social insurance to engines of war, the Liberal ministry twice 
endeavored to persuade Germany to agree to a “ naval holiday ”— 
a temporary cessation of battleship-building—but Germany 
always exacted conditions which made such a truce virtually 
impossible. On the other hand, Germany was not building as 
many ships as the British, and there is evidence that the British 
admiralty quite willfully exaggerated the dancer. Perhaps in 
the last analysis the British and German publics were to blame 
for this naval feud. 

Apart from this baleful frenzy, the feeling of both sides was The futile 
sound enough in its way. Great Britain felt it to be vitally neces- movement 1 ' 
sary that she should command the approaches 10 the British Isles, 
since, if cut off from the ou^ide world, her people were doomed to 
starve. On the other hand, the Germans believed it reasonable 
that they should have a large navy to defend their growing com¬ 
merce in event of war. Even when they discovered that they could 
not cope with Great Britain in naval power, they still looked upon 
their navy as essential to their prestige and useful for their diplo¬ 
macy. The pity it was that the international anarchy made such 
instruments seem so necessary. 

There had, it is true, been talk of a general reduction of arma¬ 
ments, and it was for this purpose that the First Hague Conference 
had been called in 1898 by the czar of Russia, Nicholas II. But 
there was little sincerity in the movement. Russia herself was 
suspected of wishing simply to avoid the purchase of guns which 
would otherwise be necessary to enable her to cope with Austria. 

France, although quite recently on the verge of war with Great 
Britain, was frankly opposed to the purpose of the Conference, and 
even passed the word to Germany to that effect. Even Great 
Britain was skeptical, and was, of course, quite unwilling that 
any limitation should be placed on her sea power. When the Con¬ 
ference met in 1899, nothing was done beyond paying homage to 
a principle. Germany took the position that the heavy burden of 
taxation entailed for keeping up her army was a patriotic duty 
which Germans cheerfully bore. Before consenting to the Second 
Hague Conference of 1907 (instigated by Great Britain in the hope 
that a reduction of naval armaments would allow her more money 
for social reforms) she insisted that the subject should not be 
entered on the agenda, and though it was actually broached at one 
of the meetings, no serious effort was made to revive the issue. 
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Even Russia by this time had switched to the opposition, and 
statesmen on all sides were skeptical or derisive. 

There was not much better luck with arbitration. When the 
question of compulsory arbitration was brought up at the First 
Hague Conference, not a single power was found to favor it, and 
Germany was even loath to consent to the establishment of an 
' arbitral court. “To prevent the disgrace of the Czar in the face 
of Europe,” said the Kaiser privately, “I vote for this nonsense. 
But in my actions now and hereafter I shall trust and invoke only 
God and my sharp sword.” Apart from the establishment of a 
permanent court of arbitration, the Hague Conferences accom¬ 
plished little. In truth, none of the European governments (nor 
the American, either, for that matter) took the “peace move¬ 
ment” very seriously, and it was only a section of public opinion, 
made up chiefly of intellectuals, that had given it much support. 

It is no doubt true that militarism of the type we have described, 
however unnecessary as a basic solution, was at least defensive in 
intent. But it was a highly dangerous form of preventive medicine, 
for not all the would-be physicians for Europe’s ills were civilian 
statesmen. In each country where large armies or navies had been de¬ 
veloped the general staff had come to exercise an insidious personal 
influence, and it was they who, watching the activities of one an¬ 
other, did much to arouse the fears of the civil governments. Many 
commissioned officers were itching to test their mettle against 
some adversary, and in some countries, like Germany and Russia, 
the arrogance of the military was sometimes almost insufferable. 
t/The possession of these weapons was the more dangerous be¬ 
cause public opinion was becoming steadily nurtured on fear of 
war and inflamed by the race of armaments. Injudicious patriots 
fanned the flame. The famous article in an English journal which 
solemnly declared that Germany ought to be destroyed was one of 
the most utterly shameless tirades ever penned. Even in France, 
where pacifism was strong among the rank and file of the nation, 
there were occasional noisy exponents of a national war of revenge. 

It was Germany, however, where militarism was most “naked 
and unashamed.” A distinguished scholar has shown that German 
sentiment for war was no greater than that in other countries, 
but that the Germans were naively stupid in showing themselves 
so frankly opposed to projects of disarmament, for they thus gave 
world opinion the impression of being the only ones who were 
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bellicose; they should have emulated their rivals who masked 
their contempt for pacifism. But unfortunately, when Bismarck 
ceased to be pilot, the ship of state rocked noticeably. Moreover, 
Germans seemed to delight in parading the paraphernalia of war 
from the time of the “Sergeant King” down to the reign of the 
swashbuckling kaiser; and the military tradition, which perhaps 
goes back to the origins of Prussia, was thoroughly ingrained in 
the junkers, whom Bismarck called “the pariahs of modern civiliza¬ 
tion.” Anyone who visited Germany in the days before the War 
will remember how conspicuous was the army on all occasions. 
There was a veritable cult of the uniform. Emperor William II 
seldom wore civilian dress, and even the members of the bundes- 
rath met in uniform, giving the appearance of a council of war 
rather than of a legislative body. Civilians were led to believe that 
commissioned officers were almost like a privileged caste, to whom 
they must pay a sort of deference and with whom it was certainly 
unwise to clash. Added to the undue prominence of the military 
might be mentioned various utterances of public men extolling 
the glories of war and its value as purifying the race, or of others, 
like the Kaiser, bragging of Germany’s military strength. “The 
balance of power,” exclaimed William in a public speech, “is me— 
me and my twenty-five army corps.” While it seems fairly evident 
that this military exuberance was not unlike the behavior of a 
small boy playing with tin soldiers, it could hardly be wondered 
that Germany was looked upon by her neighbors as a country 
that was spoiling for a fight, and especially if one noted the re¬ 
peated and vociferous clamors for a “greater Germany.” Of such 
wild talk certain intellectuals or army officers, rather than sober- 
minded merchants or peasants, were chiefly guilty; and one may 
wonder sometimes if it were not a sense of insecurity, almost an 
inferiority complex, that produced these explosions of megaloma¬ 
nia, as when the impetuous kaiser declared, “God has called us to 
civilize the world; we are the missionaries of human progress.” 
How far the neurotic William reflected a state of mind is no doubt 
a debatable question, but he was certainly not the only one who 
indulged in such pronouncements. At all events, such cases of 
inflated nationalism was naturally enough exaggerated by other 
powers, and, added to the blatant display of militarism, contrib¬ 
uted much to that atmosphere of fear which led public opinion 
almost unconsciously into war. 
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But suppose in the meantime Germany promoted an imperial¬ 
istic policy? It was in this channel that force might prove a tempt¬ 
ing weapon. At all events, there were other powers similarly dis¬ 
posed. 

The Revival of Imperialism and World Politics 

The first period of national imperialism had led, as we have seen, 
to the founding of colonial empires and to struggles between the 
powers which had led to a repartition of some of the lands acquired. 
Later additions were made, such as Australia and New Zealand— 
fruit of British explorations—and a further extension of British 
power in India, though hardly counterbalancing the loss of the 
American colonies. French imperialism waned, and even under 
Napoleon its revival proved abortive; the “nation of shop-keepers” 
triumphed. In the next sixty years of the nineteenth century- 
say from 1815 to 1875—the governments of Europe were rather 
more interested in domestic problems or in dealing with revolution 
at home or abroad. Great Britain gave some attention to various 
troublesome problems of imperial administration, and France 
acquired Algeria—more as the result of accident than of careful 
premeditation. The British, chastened by the experience of the 
American Revolution, began to question even the utility of im¬ 
perialism. Besides, the definite swing in the direction of free trade 
had much to do with impugning the theoretical value of colonies, 
and this was true on the Continent as well. Bismarck, for his part, 
scouted the suggestion that he should demand certain of the French 
colonies in 1871, and wrote that “all the advantages claimed for 
the mother country are for the most part illusions. England,” 
he added, “is abandoning her colonial policy; she finds it too 
costly.” Yet if British imperialism slackened, we know that 
Napoleon III was by no means blind to its lure, and forces were 
stealthily at work which created a new impetus for colonial expan¬ 
sion. The revival of imperialism was more than anything else a 
product of the Industrial Revolution, but there were various and 
sundry causes that we must now consider. 

Causes and Significance 

first erf all, we may mention the scientific impulse. The geog¬ 
rapher yearned to know more of the world and its peoples. The 
work of exploring expeditions opened the way for colonisation. 
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There was also the sporting factor, many delighting in such ex¬ 
ploits because of their very novelty and the sense of danger in¬ 
volved. There were also the religious and humanitarian motives 
which may be conveniently combined into one. Foreign missions 
were sometimes the forerunners of official penetration in foreign 
lands, and the need of official protection was often requested 
by the missionaries themselves. In this activity the Catholic 
clergy had played an unselfish role during the earlier period of 
world politics; now in the nineteenth century Protestants, as 
well as Catholics, conducted miseious. Moreover, there was 
undoubtedly a serious desire, albeit often misdirected, to raise 
the civilisation of backward peoples. Demoralizing customs should 
be done away with; princirles of health and sanitation should be 
introduced among savages; their religions should be displaced 
by Christianity. When the slave traffic was found to be still 
flourishing in Africa, the moral sense of Christendom was stirred. 

But while such considerations as the above are important for their 
bearing on public opinion, they represent rather the minor motives. 

The chief factors behind imperialism were (and are) economic and 
political. 

The economic motive was an outgrowth of the Industrial Rev- Economic 
olution. Large-scale production had resulted in the turning out of mot,m 
commodities in ever-increasing volume, and the problem was to 
find more consumers. Henry M. Stanley, the great African ex¬ 
plorer, made convincing arguments for colonization when he told 
the cotton manufacturers how much clothing they would probably 
sell if the African natives could be shamed into covering their 
nakedness. Some industries promoted imperialism because its 
peculiar needs played directly into their hands. Such were the 
construction companies, the purveyors in railway supplies, the 
makers of munitions and uniforms, the ship-builders, and the 
bankers who were ready to underwrite loans to indigent native 
princes—all of which interests have been aptly termed the “para¬ 
sites of imperialism.” There was also the increasing need of raw 
materials for the teeming industries at home. Iron for the con¬ 
struction of machinery, oil for the running of engines, raw cotton 
and raw wool for the production of fabrics might be found in 
undeveloped countries. With the advent of bicycles and later 
automobiles the importance of rubber was only too obvious; 
and the very cheapness of colonial labor—in most cases forced 


588 A SHORT HISTORY OF MODERN EUROPE __ 

labor—made such enterprises the more profitable. Then the 
opening of new countries afforded an opportunity for surplus 
capita 1 —that is, capital which clamored for greater returns than 
could be obtained by finding its way into enterprises at home. 
To get ten per cent and perhaps more on the yield of stock in a 
coal mine in China or a rubber plantation in central Africa was a 
tempting lure for the speculator, and, provided his government 
would stand behind the investment, the risk was not too great. 
Finally, it may be noticed that the acquisition of colonies helped 
the mother country to become more self-sustaining. Such countries 
as Germany and Japan, especially acthe in promoting industry, 
and harboring in their towns an ever-growing population, were 
compelled more and more to look outside for their foodstuffs. It 
would seem, indeed, that the economic factor was really the most 
fundamental, and indeed the term, “economic imperialism” has 
come to convey its salient feature, the exploitation of natural re¬ 
sources. “The controlling agent of the whole process,” writes 
J. A. Hobson, the British economist, “is the pressure of financial 
and industrial motives, operated for the direct, short-range, ma¬ 
terial interests of small, able, and well-organized groups in a 
nation.” 

While it is obvious that such interests involved only a minority 
of any government's citizens, the political factors were such as to 
constitute a broad appeal. Among the least conspicuous of such 
motives, the need of naval bases and coaling stations, were of great 
importance to empires whose interests were already widely dis¬ 
persed; and the importance of having an abundant supply of oil 
was a potent argument with powers possessing navies. There was 
also the hope of finding a place for surplus population. Even in 
a country like Germany, not as yet overcrowded, there were enter¬ 
prising fortune-hunters who looked for new openings which dis¬ 
tant lands might give them. A student of imperialism has noted 
that “from 1871 to 1880 no fewer than 625,968 Germans forsook 
the fatherland to become inhabitants of the United States, Brazil, 
and other countries.” The acquisition of colonies would mean the 
securing of places where Germans could remain Germans, and 
instead of the allegiance of so many of them being lost to the 
mother country, the man power of Germany could be preserved. 
Much the same motive came to operate with Italy, who was 
losing by emigration hundreds of thousands of her subjects. Above 
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all, the hunger for prestige induced powers to seek colonies or 
other fields of exploitation. France sought to redeem herself for 
the humiliating results of the Franco-Prussian War by carving 
out an empire in Africa. Germany and Italy were young nations 
which felt that their standing in the world demanded following the 
shining example of the older colonial powers; they must spread 
over more of the map. Moral motives became closely allied to 
political when a nation such as France felt that it had a great 
civilizing mission to perform Jules Ferry, who had so much to do 
with reviving French imperialism, talked much in that vein, and 
eminent French writers supported hi^ view. Similarly the book 
of the English professor, Seeley, The Expansion of England , which 
appeared in 1883, wrote of the great opportunities presented to 
England of extending to the backward races the benefits of her 
civilization. Later on the German professor, Treitschke, warmly 
championed imperialism as an agency for the spread of German 
culture; and the Russians had always been impressed with the 
duty and the glory of civilizing Asia according to Muscovite 
ideals. 

It was these sentimental factors that were most calculated to Imperialism 
appeal to public opinion. They were the ones to arouse national public 6 
vanity, the direct spurs to nationalism. Business interests which 
needed official backing for their ventures were clever enough to 
enlist a portion of the press to play up the moral side, such as 
the boon of civilization to backward peoples and the grandiose 
political aim of enhancing the national greatness. Since the public 
was notoriously ignorant of geography, it was the more ready to 
swallow such arguments. If, moreover, two world powers should 
happen to clash over the same stakes, the point of honor could be 
raised, and each of the nations in question would consider its 
self-respect vitally concerned in winning its point. It has been 
amply proved that for the larger interest of the nation colonies 
emphatically do not pay. The trade of France with her colonies 
has never been more than a small fraction of the entire volume of 
her external trade, and a still smaller fraction if internal trade is 
included; and it has been proved by statistics that British manu¬ 
facturers supply the bulk of their needs from countries outside the 
British Empire. Moreover the native races of Africa hardly provide 
a profitable market, for the colonial laborer after buying his food 
and paying taxes has little left of his pittance with which to buy 
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European goods. Nor does the consumer at home really profit 
in the long run. There may be diamonds in South Africa and 
phosphate in Tunis, but, as Dr. Parker Moon has said, “If an 
Englishman wants an engagement ring, he pays for the diamond; 
if a Frenchman wants phosphate to fertilize his farm, he buys 
it at a price, and at approximately the same price that a Spaniard 
or Italian would pay.” Special interests gain from a policy of 
imperialism, but the taxpayers who have to bear the cost of naval 
armaments, military campaigns, ship subsidies, and expensive 
public works get nothing in return but dramatic food for their 
patriotism. It is also apparent that imperialism is decidedly to the 
disadvantage of the industrial worker since much capital that 
might be utilized at home, and thus provide him with more lucra¬ 
tive employment, is invested in backward countries where labor is 
relatively cheap. Moreover, colonies have not solved the problem 
of emigration. Most of those which Germany acquired were either 
intrinsically unprofitable, or, if potentially valuable, were not 
habitable by white men. Those which Italy acquired were neither 
profitable nor habitable, and Italians preferred to seek their 
fortunes in Now York or South America. Indeed, excepting 
South Africa and the Barbary Coast, Africa is not colonizable 
territory, and the same is generally true of the South Sea Islands 
and southern Asia. Perhaps the most potent argument for im¬ 
perialism has been to provide a supply of wheat that would render 
the mother country self-contained. Yet, if tariff walls and arma¬ 
ments were abolished, no country would need to worry about its 
food supply, and until the British were ousted from their naval 
supremacy, no Continental power at war with Great Britain could 
hope to reach its colonies. It is obvious enough that even those 
civilized nations which are under a regime that is supposedly 
democratic are often lamentably ignorant of their fundamental 
interests* 

Perhaps there has never been a more eloquent example of the 
folly of public opinion than its backing of imperialism. There have, 
it is true, been periods of reaction, as in France, England, and 
Italy (sometimes as the result of some reverse), but some of the 
leading statesmen of these countries have been the readiest con¬ 
verts to the cause. Imperialism represented a beautiful gamble 
with extraordinarily high stakes and a never-ending excitement 
for the players* And the players were the Great Powers, whose 
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mutual suspicions rendered them peculiarly unfitted for so haz¬ 
ardous a game. That imperialism held in itself the germs of war 
can be readily understood when one contemplates the forces 
that lay behind it. We must now survey the scenes of its opera¬ 
tions. 


The Leading World Powers 

The weaker powers, whose colonies remained as relics of the 
earlier period of world politics, may here be omitted from considera¬ 
tion. The great colonial powers of eontemporary Europe were 
Great Britain, France, Germany, Italy, and "'n a sense) Russia. 

The tremendous sice of the British Empire—about a fourth of 
the earth's surface—is to be accounted for by the immensely suc¬ 
cessful efforts of the English in earlier days. More than any of 
their imperial rivals, the English engaged in actual colonization, 
many of their colonies being particularly well adapted for that 
purpose; and as the result of practical lessons learned in politics 
they eventually granted to such colonies self-government. These 
were the so-called dominions—Canada, Newfoundland, Australia, 
New Zealand, the Union of South Africa, all of which are bound 
to the mother country by little more than the sentimental tie of 
the British crown. There was no more impressive example of 
statesmanship displayed in empire-building than this phase of 
British policy. Like most British achievements, it was the product 
of experience. 

The handling of colonies where the native population was 
predominant was often fraught with difficulty and in some cases 
passed through many vicissitudes. Such colonies, known as crown 
colonies, had sometimes a limited self-government (these being 
found chiefly in the West Indies); others (chiefly in Africa) were 
managed by chartered companies who took the full responsibility 
of administering them until, as in some cases, the government 
took over their administration; while others were protectorates 
in which some native prince was nominal ruler though actual au¬ 
thority was in the hands of a resident-general Egypt was only 
formally declared a protectorate in 1914, since Great Britain, in 
occupying Egypt, had always maintained the position that her 
occupation was only temporary, governing it, however, as a de facto 
protectorate, through a resident "high commissioner.” 

British India has been the most lucrative of all the colonies, as 
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India well as the most densely populated, and has proved the greatest 
test of British imperial statesmanship. Like some of the smaller 
colonies, its exploitation and control were left for a time in the 
hands of a chartered company, the East India Company, with 
whom we have already become acquainted. India proved, how¬ 
ever, too vast an undertaking for a body of merchants, who 
exploited the natives for their own private purposes, while the 
company itself almost reached a stage of bankruptcy; and the 
government (toward the close of the eighteenth century) found it 
necessary to interfere. The result was the experiment of govern¬ 
ment supervision. While the company had still the unrestricted 
handling of commercial affairs (its monopoly of the trade with 
India was not abolished until 1813), the government strictly con¬ 
trolled its action in the political and military spheres through a 
board at London appointed by the crown; and though the ap¬ 
pointment of minor officials (most of the patronage, in fact) was 
still left to the company, the governor general came in time to be 
appointed by the crown and exercised large powers. Means were 
also taken to prevent the exploitation of the natives. The British 
government was now—since 1784—directly responsible for order 
and justice in India. But the situation facing successive governors 
was often too critical to admit of awaiting precise instructions, 
and their tendency was to assume an immense discretionary 
power. As a result of troubles with native princes, fomented by 
the French, the governors embarked on a policy of conquest, and 
border difficulties finally led to the extension of British power to 
the Himalayas in the north and to the confines of Persia in the 
west. Meanwhile in 1857 occurred the Great Mutiny (the mutiny 
of the Sepoys in the British army) with its accompanying mas¬ 
sacres—the result of certain highhanded methods and some 
thoughtless disregard for native susceptibilities. In 1858, after 
the rising had been put down with great brutality, the East India 
Company was deprived of what had been left of its authority, 
and the government took over completely the administration of 
India, which was now vested in a viceroy responsible to a “sec¬ 
retary of state for India.” In 1877 under Disraeli, the ardent 
imperialist who had purchased for England the controlling in- 
* terest in the Suez Canal Company, India became designated as 

an empire, Victoria assuming the title of “empress of India.” In 
response to some budding nationalism in India some slight con- 
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cessions in the direction of autonomy were granted the natives 
during the first decade of the twentieth century. 

The mastery of a country of over 300,000,000 people was indeed 
a prodigious feat. It was only possible because of the social and 
religious differences among the natives. There is little doubt that 
British rule has brought benefits to the population (as had likewise 
been the case with the Egyptians), but the work of educating the 
natives has not proceeded as rapidly as the construction of railways 
and other public works, more important for commercial interests. 

Before the Great War only six per cent were literate. But the 
proper training for the natives is something of a problem. Even 
the educated Hindus do not care as a rule for material prosperity, 
their idea of culture being a thing, rather, of the spirit. One can 
only speculate what would have been the result if India had not 
been under a Western power capable of maintaining order. Gen¬ 
erally the oriental mind has little notion of political organiza¬ 
tion, and deep religious divisions prevent anything like social 
solidarity. 

The intrinsic importance of India was not relatively as great as Economic 
it had been in the Middle Ages when it was a repository of all the o/^ ance 
products of the Orient, but apart from the output of its native 0010nie * 
industries, its excellent agricultural land has proved of great value 
for the production of cotton, rice, tea, opium, and other commodi¬ 
ties; and in 1912 the trade with India represented about one 
quarter of Great Britain's colonial trade. While South Africa has 
been valuable for its minerals, Canada for its wheat, and Australia 
for its wool, most of the tropical and subtropical colonies are rich 
in the products peculiar to their climate, such as rubber, oils, cocoa, 
cottonseed, etc. The West Indies are valued for their fruits. The 
Malay Peninsula chiefly exports tin and rubber, and Singapore, its 
port, is one of the greatest commercial centers in the Far East. 

Egypt, Uganda, and the Sudan are important for cotton; palm 
oil is the chief commodity of Nigeria; Ceylon is noted for its tea. 

British East Africa or Kenya, after the trade in ivory had largely 
disappeared, was developed at great expense as agricultural land. 

As far as practicable, the government has utilized the revenues of a 
colony for its own development, and has tried to protect the na¬ 
tives from exploitation. Before the Great War the trade of the 
British colonies (with the exception of the dominions) was open, 
free of tariffs, to all nations, though it was natural that the British 
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themselves profited most in the long run, and the empire has proved 
a favorite field for the investment of British capital. 

Since the British Empire was the only colonial empire with 
colonies populated to any extent by Europeans, Great Britain has 
been the only one of the world powers which could wisely grant 
self-government to its colonies. The French colonies had always 
• been governed very rigidly by governor generals or resident* 
generals (in the case of protectorates), acting as a rule under 
instructions from Paris, but often exercising a great deal of per¬ 
sonal responsibility. This policy was not appreciably altered by 
the revival of interest in colonies, though a very slight degree of 
autonomy was eventually accorded in Algeria, where there was a 
fairly strong nucleus of French settlers and where native discon¬ 
tent had called for some concessions. 

The extension of the French colonial empire has been one of the 
greatest achievements of the Third Republic. It was foreshadowed, 
of course, by Napoleon IIFs extra-European ventures, and its 
chief individual promoter was Jules Ferry, who was responsible 
for the acquisition of Tunis, the French Congo, and Madagascar, 
and for the extension of French holdings in Indo China. With the 
political and economic motives of this movement we have already 
become familiar. 

On the merits of the French colonial record it is hard to general¬ 
ize. Only occasionally has imperialism captured the interest of a 
people whose political and cultural horizons are generally bounded 
by their European frontiers; and the colonies have been the vic¬ 
tims to some extent of indifference, to some extent of unwise 
theories, and, very noticeably, of the self-interest of minorities. 
The uprooting of native customs in Indo China and disregard for 
Moslem law in Algeria have been examples of too much theorizing; 
the uncontrolled exploitation of native labor and natural resources 
in the Congo, the despoiling of the Algerians, and the economic 
subordination of the colonies to the mother country are examples 
of the pressure of special interests. Taxes on imports from the 
colonies either to prevent the competition of colonial industries 
with those at home or for purposes of revenue have greatly ham¬ 
pered the development of the colonies, especially as tariffs had 
the effect of limiting their market. Where possible, the colonies 
have tried to send their products to other countries. It has been 
something like a revival of the old mercantilism without granting 
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the colonies anything in return as that system had usually done. 

Most of the French colonies are rich in agricultural products 
(Madagascar and the Congo are chiefly valued for their rubber 
and the Sudan has great possibilities for cotton); some, like 
Algeria, produce wool; others such as Tunis have mineral wealth; 
but on the whole their development has been rather slow, and 
only a few interests have profited in return for the immense ex¬ 
pense which the government has shouldered, Oi the social side 
the French have shown their greatest talent. In many cases they 
have been willing to grant to the natives social equality, and those 
natives who have become educated have imbibed a large measure 
of French culture without losing their native traits or discarding 
their institutions. But when pH is said, such success as has attended 
French colonial policy has been chiefly due to a few brilliant and 
forceful colonial governors, who have brought the colonies in their 
charge a regime of order that was the first essential of their pros¬ 
perity. 

The Italians were late in entering the arena and their empire Italy 
was an artificial creation, with little regard for meeting national 
needs. Yearning for prestige was the dominating motive, and 
Italy possessed neither the experience nor the resources for such a 
task. The colonies she obtained (Eritrea, Beriadir, and Libya) 
had little potential value, and are still a heavy incubus upon the 
treasury. For handling the natives the Italians have some of the 
same facility as the French. 

Germany came into the field also late, and had everything to Germans 
learn by experience. The colonies she acquired were not very 
alluring, and they were left to be exploited by chartered companies, 
which looked at the colonies as nothing but sources of wealth and 
treated the natives accordingly. After 1908, when the colonies 
were placed under a secretary for the colonies, their possibilities 
were much advertised, but the chief purpose of such publicity lay 
in directing the public attention to imperialism with a view of 
making it the all-important issue. 

Russia differed from the other powers mentioned in that her Russia 
penetration of undeveloped country was a case of territorial ex- 
tention rather than appropriation of lands across the sea. The 
conquest of Siberia brought Russian power to the Pacific, where 
she nought—though as yet without success—a port on a warm sea. 

The Transcaspian region, including several dependent protec- 
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torates, brought her within striking distance of India. In the Asiatic 
empire of Russia there was much potential wealth both mineral 
and agricultural, but there was little capital to develop it. Russia 
has had the advantage, however, of gaining a vast domain without 
having to compete with other powers. In her treatment of con¬ 
quered peoples she was arrogant and often cruel (the petty bu- 
■ reaucrat was too far from the central government to be under 
much restraint) and her boasted civilizing mission did little be¬ 
yond the establishment of order. She raised her Asiatic subjects 
neither culturally nor materially. In 1862, two years after the 
cession of Maritime Manchuria by China, the port of Vladivostok 
was built, and in 1900, after nine years of building, the Trans- 
Siberian Railroad was completed. Another line was extended 
from the Caspian Sea to the western wall of the Chinese Empire. 

In seeking to extend her influence beyond her political frontiers 
Russia strove sometimes for trade, sometimes for strategic ad¬ 
vantages, but having seldom the means of developing backward 
lands, her policy was usually to keep them backward and so easier 
to control. Being semi-Asiatic herself, she showed a natural talent 
for understanding the people of the Orient, and her role as a world 
power was generally obstructive and unprogressive. This fact will 
become apparent as we come to deal with the interventions of 
foreign powers in countries outside their boundaries. 

The Areas of Exploitation—Imperialism at Work 

Africa Hardly any of the interior of Africa had been penetrated before 

the middle of the nineteenth century. Apart from the valley of the 
The opening Nile and the hinterlands of Algeria and the Cape of Good Hope, 
of Africa there had been little attempt to leave the few footholds on the 
coast —'“ dots of civilization upon the borders of undeveloped bar¬ 
barism.” Africa was still the “dark continent,” a terra incognita . 
Then about the middle of the nineteenth century occurred that 
wonderful series of explorations in which scientists and sportsmen 
of many nations participated; and the result was to open the heart 
of Africa to the world. Educated opinion throughout the world 
was deeply interested in these feats, and when an American news¬ 
paper sent Stanley to find the great explorer, David Livingstone, 
lost somewhere in the jungles of the Zambesi, the public interest 
became intense. Other sections of opinion were also interested, 
and missionaries and merchants followed hard on the trail of 
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explorers. Among the leaders in the work of financing explora¬ 
tion was Leopold, King of the Belgians, and it was at his instance 
that an international conference met at Brussels in 1876. We 
shall not relate in full the story of how a movement, at first scien¬ 
tific, humanitarian, and international became rapidly one of cal¬ 
culating self-interest and in its objects purely national. The basin 
of the Congo, which Stanley's explorations ha^ opened to the 
world, became the subject of an international comerence at Berlin 
in 1884, and a protocol was signed by plenipotentiaries of the 
Powers (1885). Leopold was recognized by the Powers as sovereign 
of the “Congo Free State" with limitations designed in the interest 
of the natives as well as for free commercial access for the nationals 
of all countries— in other words the open door. It was not long, 
however, before this rich country was treated as a Belgian pre¬ 
serve; ruthless exploitation of the natives and wanton discrimina¬ 
tion against other powers became the principles of its government; 
and in 1908, as the result of moral pressure, it was finally deeded 
to Belgium with the status of a colony. Though the scandals of 
the Congo had roused some indignation, the Powers had not 
bothered to enforce the protocol. Internationalism had clearly 
shown its hollowness. 

Indeed the Powers were too engrossed in their own pursuits to The 
harass the king of the Belgians. Before the Berlin Conference had 
met the grabbing of Africa territory had begun. France led off 
by seizing Tunis on the gound that Algeria had been endangered by 
border raids. Actually the bey of Tunis had borrowed millions 
in France on which he could not pay the exorbitant interest, and 
his creditors were anxious. It would take too much space to record 
the various economic interests that dictated intervention; and the 
political motives of French imperialism have already been noted. 

As Bismarck and Salisbury had already blessed the enterprise, 
there were no international complications, and the natives being 
quite helpless, Tunis was easily occupied and turned into a French 
protectorate. The following year (as the result of circumstances 
to be noticed later) Great Britain settled herself down in-Egypt; 
and Italy, aggrieved at the seizure of Tunis which she had ear¬ 
marked for herself, procured a foothold on the west shore of the 
Bed Sea—-the future colony of Eritrea. Then France, not dis¬ 
posed to see Leopold grab the whole of equatorial Africa, seized 
in 1884 a large block of territory opened by French explorers along 
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the west coast and skirting the right bank of the Congo. The 
British even tried to block the outlet of the Free State, but were 
fortunately prevented by France and Germany. 

And already Germany too had entered the field. Bismarck him¬ 
self was not a champion of imperialism, for, as he had said quite 
frankly on one occasion, Germany's geographical situation did not 
fit her to become a maritime power, and having the one thought of 
rendering her secure in Europe, he was not anxious for complica¬ 
tions that might aggravate his problem. But a strong movement 
for colonies had developed in spite of him, and the shipping in¬ 
terests were pushing it for all they were worth. In 1883 a Bremen 
merchant acquired a strip of territory in southwest Africa for the 
price of $300 and 60 guns, and the German flag was raised. This 
was squarely raising the issue. Yet Bismarck hesitated. Though 
no protection was then afforded to merchants in that region, there 
were some British claims to be considered. When, however, the 
British government (preoccupied just then with Egypt and with 
Russian designs in Asia) made no formal protest but only growled 
a little, Bismarck “crossed the Rubicon," and in 1884 Germany 
founded her first colony, German Southwest Africa. The following 
year she acquired German East Africa in precisely the same fash¬ 
ion. During the years 1884-6 Germany also gathered in Togoland 
and the Cameroons on the Guinea Coast of Africa and part of 
New Guinea and some archipelagoes in the Pacific. The area of 
the colonial empire totaled more than a million square miles with 
a population of over ten millions. 

The appropriation of so much territory by European powers 
seemed to suggest the desirability of taking steps to avoid compet¬ 
ing claims. It was therefore decided at the Berlin Conference of 
1884-6 that in case of a protectorate established over a region 
along the coast notice should be communicated to other powers 
and that occupation of such territory should be “effective," 
Then, in order to prevent an unseemly scramble for the lands still 
unoccupied, the Powers found it desirable to enter into a series 
of treaties enabling them to claim the hinterlands of the footholds 
they occupied on the coast. These zones of potential occupation 
came to be known as “spheres of influence" (to be distinguished 
from "spheres of interest," which are purely economic preserves 
and convey no political rights). Generally these spheres extended 
to the nearest watershed. While numerous border disputes had, 
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of course, to be adjusted, it is remarkable that the partition of 
Africa took place without a war. The worst crisis was in 1898 
(which we shall consider in another connection), but this was 
peacefully surmounted. Perhaps it was because Africa was so 
huge (providing as it did plenty of land for all competitors) that 
international peace was thus maintained. 

In 1898 the only independent states in Africa were the kingdom 
of Abyssinia, the negro republic of Liberia on the Guinea Coast, 
the sultanate of Morocco, and two little icpublics in south Africa, 
the Transvaal and the Orange Free State, founded by Dutch 
peasants, known as the Boers, who, unreconciled to British rule at 
the Cape, 1 had trekked into the interior. These little inland re¬ 
publics came to be tempting spoil when gold and diamonds were 
discovered within their boundaries. Morocco was both rich in 
minerals and good grazing land, and was politically important as 
holding one of the keys to the Mediterranean. We shall notice that 
both the Boer republics and Morocco gave rise to international 
complications. 

Asia, though a larger continent than Africa, afforded somewhat 
less room for the new imperialism. A good third of it was already 
appropriated by Russia and another large section was comprised 
in British India. There was no question of subjugating Japan, for 
that power, though only opened to the world in the 'fifties, had 
revolutionized itself more or less on a Western model, and was able 
not only to defend herself but to compete with Western imperial¬ 
ism. Siam was also independent—probably because she served as 
a convenient buffer between the British power in India and the 
French in Indo China. In the west Afghanistan and Persia (rich 
in oil) were still independent, and so, of course, was the Ottoman 
Empire, most of which was now situated in Asia. But the most 
important stake in Asia was the Chinese Empire, consisting of 
China (the Eighteen Provinces), and various regions more loosely 
governed such as Manchuria and Mongolia. Since China was both 
large and immensely rich in natural resources, the Far East be¬ 
came the scene of the keenest competition. 

As a stake in world politics China had no equal. Its anthracite 
coal-fields are, perhaps, the most extensive in the world. Its land 
is very fertile, and though the rice grown is chiefly needed to feed 

* Great Britain had acquired the Cape of Good Hope from Holland as a result of 
the Peace of Amiens in 1802. 
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the enormous population, extensive sections are devoted to the 
raising of cotton. Raw silk ranks first among its exports and tea 
next; there is also a thriving trade in articles of native manufacture. 
In the nineteenth century China was still a sleepy oriental state, 
very decentralized and weak, and ruled by an alien and unpopular 
dynasty, the Manchus. The great mass of the Chinese people, 
who were said to number 400,000,000, were hard workers but 
densely ignorant, and most of them, being crowded in the more 
habitable Eighteen Provinces, were barely able to subsist, and the 
frequent floods in certain provinces took a terrific toll of lives. The 
administration was in the hands of the intellectuals, who preserved 
an ancient culture and were tolerant and pacific by conviction; 
but these mandarins, as Chinese officials were called, were also 
exceedingly corrupt, and foreign powers found them as a rule 
evasive (often a shield for their weakness) and thoroughly untrust¬ 
worthy. It was because the mandarins saw a chance for graft and 
extortion that the East India Company was able to trade with 
China (importing chiefly opium) at a time when the Manchu gov¬ 
ernment was disposed to hold the West (which it despised) at 
arm's length. Until 1842 trade was admitted only at the port of 
Canton and was under many restrictions. 

China was really opened in 1842 as the result of British success 
in the Opium War. British historians seem disposed to avoid this 
name for the struggle; yet it was the Peking government's sudden 
enforcement of the official ban on opium that constituted the chief 
cause of the war, though it is probable that a clash would have 
come anyway sooner or later. By the Treaty of Nanking (1842) 
six of China's ports were opened without restriction to British 
trade, and by subsequent agreement a tariff was fixed on Chinese 
imports and British nationals might be tried for any offenses 
committed in China in their own consular courts—a privilege 
known as extraterritoriality. The same rights were then acquired 
by other powers, who profited by British success. Since, however, 
the provincial mandarins, who were almost independent of the 
central government, refused to take the treaties seriously, it was 
necessary to wage a second war with China (the so-called Second 
Foreign War) in which France as well as Great Britain was in¬ 
volved; and after a triumphant entry into Peking, the Chinese 
capital, legations of the powers were established in this city, able 
henceforth to bring home to the Chinese government any infraction 
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of a treaty. Disturbances were not uncommon, however, for 
Christian missionaries were not always welcome in China, and 
both merchants and missionaries often penetrated beyond the 
treaty ports. For every outrage, no matter what the provocation, 

China was made to pay indemnities, and usually to open more 
ports. It was obvious that oriental finesse was no match for the 
pushful powers of the West, backed by regiments and ironclads. 

When a country was as rich as China and at the same time as 
defenseless, spoliation was inevitable. Already certain outlying 
countries tributary to the Chinese Empire had been stealthily 
gobbled up. Taking advantage of disorders in China, Russia had 
secured the province of Maritime Manchuria (i860); France was 
able to force a recognition <>f her protectorate over Annam and 
Tonkin in Indo China (1885); and the British, after a wanton 
attack on its native prince, annexed Burma (1886). In both these 
latter cases China had been forced to renounce her sovereignty, 
though in the case of Annam and Tonkin, it had cost France a 
brief war. It may be noted here that France also secured a pref¬ 
erential position in trading with the two border provinces of China 
as well as favored treatment in the building of possible railroads 
in these provinces. Once a European power has established itself 
close to the borders of a weak state, economic imperialism soon 
begins to bore. 

Between the powers themselves rivalry was so far peaceful, and The 
Great Britain had exacted no privileges that she was unwilling to v chi^° n ° f 
share with others. But it could hardly be expected that the other 
powers, who were not disciples of free trade, would stand firm for 
the open door; and two powers in particular, Russia and Japan, 
had the advantage of readier access to the area of penetration. 

Japan fought a war with China in 1894-5, and by the Treaty of 
Shimonoseki (1895) forced her to renounce her suzerainty over 
Korea, which left that country open to Japanese absorption. She 
also endeavored to gain the Liaotung Peninsula, which would give 
her a point within easy striking distance of Peking. But such 
would have been too threatening to Western imperialism. Hence 
Russia, with the backing of France and Germany, compelled 
Japan to hand it back to China, receiving in recompense an ad¬ 
ditional indemnity. But Russia herself was every bit as menacing. 

After making an alliance with China she secured the right to build 
a railway through Manchuria to Port Arthur (on the Liaotung 
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Peninsula), and her influence was for some years in the ascendant 
at Peking, The meaning of her recent collusion with France and 
Germany was soon to be made clear. 

In 1897, on the pretext that two missionaries had been mur¬ 
dered, Germany sent a squadron to Chinese waters, and demanded 
a ninety-nine year lease of the shores of the bay of Kiaochow in 
the province of Shantung, as well as the right to build railroads in 
that province and to exploit the mines along their course. The 
following year, not only was this granted but Russia secured a 
lease of the Liaotung Peninsula; France got a lease of the shores of 
Kwangchow Bay, as well as the right to tap some of the resources 
of two southern provinces; and Great Britain, not to be outdone 
by her predatory rivals, leased the Kowloon peninsula, as well as 
the port of Weihaiwei, the latter to be held as long as the Russians 
kept Port Arthur. When, later, it appeared that a Belgian com¬ 
pany, backed by Russia and France, had received the right to 
construct a railroad from Peking to Hankow, and was planning 
a network of lines covering much of the country, Great Britain 
forced China at the threat of war to yield her valuable concessions 
in the Yangtse valley. It was an interesting example of the 
British government directly backing British financial interests in 
China. 1 

It may be observed that in addition to economic rights each 
power had acquired a naval base on the Pacific. Acquisition of 
territory in China proper was a new departure in imperialistic 
policy in the Far East. Great Britain had obtained the island of 
Hong Kong by the Treaty of Nanking, and later, for its protection, 
she had secured the tip-end of the Kowloon peninsula but, apart 
from this latter footing, no power had as yet seized territory 
on the mainland. Now it appeared that actual dismemberment 
was under way. Moreover, the Powers were now carving out zones 
of exploitation, the British being led into the scramble by the fear 
of the consequences of being left out; and, as usual, got the choicest 
share. In the following years the several powers marked out by 
treaties with one another what came to be known as “ spheres of 
interest.” Political acquisition was not implied (though China 
was forced to promise in certain cases not to alienate a province), 
but a virtual monopoly of the resources of certain regions was 
understood. It can be judged that the principle of the open door 

1 The same motive had contributed largely to the British occupation.of Egypt. 
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was gravely threatened. Of more immediate import was the blow 
to native pride. Hardly strange, then, that a fierce nationalist 
reaction commenced in China, culminating (1900) in what was 
known as the Boxer Rebellion. After some weeks of peril for the 
legations an international army entered Peking, and bankrupt 
China was forced to pay heavy indemnities as well as undergo 
other humiliations. Russia took advantage of the crisis to occupy 
Manchuria, the evacuation of which she postponed on various 
excuses. It was now that the n oursc of events took a fresh turn. 

The advance of Russia could only be regarded by Japan with 
the greatest concern. With a population of over 50,000,000, shut 
up in a group of mountainous islands with scanty natural resources, 
her growth under modern conditions was painfully dwarfed. She 
was like England not only in being a manufacturing country, 
compelled to look outside for most of her food and raw materials, 
but also in being menaced by any power which should become 
formidable on the Continent. Korea was to Japan as Belgium was 
to Great Britain; it was an outwork of defense. But, unlike Eng¬ 
land, she aspired to become a mainland power not only for defensive 
reasons but also for purposes of exploitation. Thus Russia, who 
was likely to become a menace, was in any case a barrier. After 
she (Russia) had occupied Manchuria she soon showed how little 
respect she meant to pay to the open door, for with her lagging in¬ 
dustries she could only hope to foster her foreign commerce by a 
monopolistic policy, enforced by political pressure. Already Japan 
saw her virtual exclusion from Manchuria; and when the power 
she feared began to edge into Korea, she felt that her national 
existence was in jeopardy. 

It was hardly the menace of Western imperialism which had 
driven Japan into a policy of expansion, for her war with China 
had anteceded the scramble for leased ports and spheres of interest, 
but she learned a salutary lesson from her diplomatic reverse of 
1895 when she had been forced to disgorge the Liaotung Peninsula, 
The Western Powers were natural enemies, and it was very neces¬ 
sary that they should not be united against hjer. Fortunately 
Great Britain could always be counted upon as hostile to Russia 
and, in principle at least, as the champion of the open door. The 
result was the formation of the Angio-Japanese Alliance in 1902, 
by which Japan was, in effect, assured of British assistance in 
case a third power (e.g. France) joined Russia against her. Thus 
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the guns of the Dual Alliance were effectually spiked, and Japan 
had opened a breach in the ranks of her rivals. She may now be 
said to have entered the family of nations. 

Thus strengthened in her defensive position, Japan was now 
able to face Russia with confidence. Since by 1904 it was clear 
that Russia was not going to recede but was waiting for the con¬ 
venient moment to strike, Japan suddenly became the aggressor. 
Superficially it looked like a one-sided struggle (Russia having 
three times the man powsr of Japan), but the Russians had to 
travel three thousand miles to reach the theater of war, and in 
addition to her geographical advantage, Japan had a better fighting 
machine as well as superior naval power. Before the weight of 
numbers might have told against her she was able to occupy Korea, 
seize the Liaotung Peninsula, and destroy two Russian fleets. 
Threatened at home with revolution, Russia finally decided to 
“call it off.” The result was the Peace of Portsmouth (1905), 
Hegemony which acknowledged Japan’s paramount interests in Korea, 

in the** transferred to her the lease of the Liaotung Peninsula, and prac- 

Fm Ea»t tically made southern Manchuria into a Japanese sphere of inter¬ 
est. Japan could now fairly claim to be regarded as a Great Power, 
and in a very real sense the sentinel of the Far East. In this clash 
of two imperialisms it was the Russian which had been worsted. 
The Great Bear must look elsewhere for his draught of warm 
water. 

It is obvious, of course, that with both powers the people of 
Manchuria and Korea were of small concern. Numerous treaties, 
including that of Portsmouth, affirmed the “independence” and 
“integrity” of Korea, but Japan had no sooner got from Russia a 
free hand than she proceeded to reform Korea under what was 
practically a protectorate. The sleepy and barbarous Koreans 
preferred to remain sleepy and barbarous—and hated the Japanese. 
Finally, after constant friction and the murder of the Japanese 
resident-general, Japan annexed Korea in 1910. The Japanese 
sphere in Manchuria became meanwhile a bee-hive of industrial 
activity; and China, the nominal ruler, had but little hold on the 
country. 

Financial In China, in the meantime, European imperialism was fastenirg 
S’So 1 * ^ coils about a helpless government. The invasion of China bP 
foreign capital took partly the form of loans as well as extortel 
concessions. Before the Sino-Japanese War the Chinese goverr 
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ment had supported itself entirely from its own sources of revenue, 
but the heavy indemnity imposed by Japan in the Treaty of Shi- 
monoseki required borrowing from abroad—particularly as the 
lucrative maritime customs could not be raised without impinging 
upon foreign treaties. A loan was pressed by Russia, whose ally, 
France, was willing to provide the capital, and it was by virtue of 
this aid that both powers had been able to share so profitably in 
the spoliation of China. Since the Chinese government was quite 
untrustworthy (and that was why weal hy Chinese would never 
lend), the security for the loan was found in the maritime customs, 
which ever since 1863 had been excellently administered by an 
Englishman, Sir Robert Hart. A loan subsequently obtained from 
an Anglo-German group of ba ;kers mortgaged some of the revenues 
obtained from internal taxation as well, and it was partly an at¬ 
tempt to augment these taxes that led to the anti-foreign Boxer 
Rebellion. Then came the crushing indemnities 1 imposed as 
punishment for this affair, and the maritime customs had to be 
mortgaged almost to the limit. In 1911 discontent with the Man- 
chu dynasty led to a revolution which ended in its dethronement 
and the establishment of a republic, but the finances of the country 
had been thrown into complete disorder by the upheaval, and 
another large loan was imperative. A “ consortium ” of banking 
interests, representing six powers, was formed to float the loan, 
but the pressure of selfish interests within the group proved so 
great that China, whose position was rendered acute by long 
delays, finally borrowed outside of the group notwithstanding 
British threats. Unhappily she had eventually to come back to 
the consortium, which now exacted onerous terms without, it 
may be added, adequate assurance that China's disordered finan¬ 
ces would be put on a stable basis. Always a prey to decentral¬ 
ization, China soon lapsed into chronic anarchy under a govern¬ 
ment that barely lived from hand to mouth. Not until she should 
be able to effect complete rehabilitation would she free herself 
from the toils of “financial imperialism." 

The Chinese, it is true, had gained something from the impact 
of Western civilization. Medical science has done much to save 
life; education of the Western type with emphasis on practical 
subjects has made considerable headway; superstition has been 
undermined; and some ancient, barbarous customs have disap- 

1 Amounting in all to about $335,000,OCX). 
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peared. But politically and economically, the Chinese had been 
manipulated by the Powers of the West, who had found their 
“civilizing mission” highly profitable. 

In the Near and Middle East competition was less intense, but 
the methods and objects were strikingly similar. The Middle East 
may be said to consist chiefly of Afghanistan and Persia, and as 
the former was still immune from foreign capital (so far its value 
is still unknown), the important stake was Persia. Here, as might 
be supposed, if one looks at the map, Russian influence was in the 
ascendant. Russia enjoyed a virtual monopoly of everything in 
northern Persia, and deliberately used her power to prevent its 
material development. The Shah had mortgaged most of his 
resources to procure foreign loans, and his position was so weak 
that a small standing ermy, officered by Russians, was all that he 
could rely on to keep order. It was only in the south, along the 
Gulf, that British interests predominated, for before 1900 the 
British had failed to make any great headway in the interior. In 
that year they got their first oil concession, and Russian dominance 
began to be slightly threatened. Persia, too, was evidently to be¬ 
come a stake in world politics. 

The area of exploitation in the Near East was the Ottoman 
Empire, most of which was now confined to Asia. Here again one 
finds a weak oriental potentate whose authority over his dominions 
was very precarious and east of Asia Minor was hardly recognized 
at all. His judicial and financial sovereignty had both been in¬ 
vaded by foreign powers. Commercial treaties customarily known 
as “Capitulations,” some of which were very old, insured to 
foreigners extraterritoriality, and also fixed the tariff, which, in 
virtue of “most favored nation” clauses in all these treaties was a 
uniform eight per cent on the value of goods imported. So heavily 
was Turkey indebted to foreign bankers that the revenues securing 
such debts were under the control of what was known as the Otto¬ 
man Public Debt Administration, a body which represented the 
bond-holders of several countries. Turkey was capable, however, 
of much material development. Her Asiatic possessions were 
practically virgin country, and if capital were expended on irriga¬ 
tion and public works, the region known as Mesopotamia, watered 
by the two great rivers, the Tigris and the Euphrates, might be 
made into a fertile plain, as it had been in the days of Babylon. 
Farther north was the zone of oil, which partly extended into 
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Persia; while Asia Minor, in the west, contained mineral wealth 
such as lead, copper, and zinc. The British had some interests 
in Mesopotamia, and British and French companies had begun to 
construct railroads from the Mediterranean coast, but the Germans 
were the ones, as we shall notice, to view Asiatic Turkey as a sphere 
of interest, to be traversed by a German railroad from Constanti¬ 
nople to Bagdad and the Persian Gulf. Whether Russia, with her 
eye on Constantinople and the Straits, would have a voice in the 
future of the Ottoman Empire remained to be seen. At the turn 
of the century the Eastern Question was promising to regain its 
old importance. We must now enter the latter part of this period 
of world politics when imperialistic rivalries came more and more 
to spell eventual catastrophe 

The Clash of World Powers 

That the scramble for raw materials or for important strategic 
positions would sooner or later bring the powers into dangerous 
collision would seem to be a foregone conclusion and may be said 
to lie in the logic of imperialism. We have so far described but 
one clash, and that was between a European and an Asiatic power; 
but before that time two European powers had nearly come to 
blows. With the revival of imperialism came once more the intense 
rivalry of France and Great Britain, the two foremost colonial 
powers. 

Anglo-French Rivalry—The Egyptian Question 

It can hardly be said that Anglo-French rivalry was ever dor¬ 
mant, When the French occupied Algeria, the British took active 
steps to prevent the possible extension of French power into 
Morocco. British jealousy of the Suez Canal has already been 
noted. And even though Salisbury had given France his bless¬ 
ing for any plan to acquire Tunis, the British were very quer¬ 
ulous after the fact had been achieved. But suppose it had been 
Egypt! 

Of all colonial prizes (if we leave China out pf account) there 
was perhaps nothing to compare with Egypt, Apart from its 
intrinsic value, which was considerable, it commanded the shortest 
route to the East, and, provided the old barrier of native hostility 
Were removed, there would be no question any longer of rounding 
the Cape of Good Hope. It is true that unless Turkey were ousted 
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from her nominal sovereignty, no European power, in actual pos¬ 
session of Egypt, was likely to use this door for its own exclusive 
advantage; yet such an asset, from the point of view of bargaining 
with other powers was incontestable, and in time of war such a 
position was of incalculable importance. Egypt, as we have noticed, 
had been long ear-marked by France. French interest did not 
cease with the withdrawal of Napoleon Bonaparte, and when an 
able pasha, Mehemet Ali, made himself practically independent, 
he was ostentatiously pationized by France. Later on it was the 
French who had dug the Suez Canal—-the project of which Riche¬ 
lieu had dreamed. At this time the pasha, or khedive, as he had 
come to be called, was Ismail Pasha, who, emulating the more 
capable Mehemet Ali, had tried to make Egypt a formidable power 
—an aspiration only possible through foreign loans, since he had 
wrung the last penny from his poor, oppressed subjects. “There 
is nothing in the financial history of any country,” wrote a British 
observer, “from the remotest ages to the present time to equal this 
carnival of extravagance and oppression.” But this orgy of dis¬ 
sipation was bound to end, and the Powers were forced to establish 
a collective control over his finances by way of protection for their 
bond-holders. He was also obliged, as we have noticed, to sell his 
shares in the Suez Canal Company, which, thanks to French 
inepitude (he had offered them first to France), the British govern¬ 
ment obtained. British interest was focused not only on bonds 
but on the security of the canal, through which passed most of 
the British trade with the East. When it finally became necessary 
to oust Ismail, his successor proved willing, under pressure, to 
adapt himself to an Anglo-French condominium, or dual financial 
control, representing all the powers whose nationals were creditors 
of Egypt. Then in 1881 a nationalist rising took place against 
foreign domination, and it looked for a while as if Egypt might 
break free of all restraint. 

The time had come for France and Great Britain to assert their 
authority, and Gambetta, who was then premier of France, pointed 
the way to intervention. Unfortunately for French interests, 
wctwaiim Great Britain did not relish his initiative, and Gladstone, her 
of w** prime minister, was not at all in sympathy with British imperialists 
who always thought of Egypt in terms of bonds. While he was 
hesitating, Gambetta fell from power, and when word came that 
some Europeans had been killed, the British government resolved 
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upon intervention—with or without France. Then it appeared 
that French opinion was not in favor of strong measures. Jules 
Ferry had been recently turned out of office because of his suc¬ 
cessful seizure of Tunis, and the government and public opinion 
were fearful of complications with the other powers. Even the 
lure of Egypt as a tradition was not as yet enough to make im¬ 
perialism a national issue. For the moment France was bewildered 
and unable to make up her mind, and, thanks to this fact and a 
cabinet crisis, she definitely lost the prize to her erstwhile partner. 

But it was not long before she bitterly repented. When Great Divers 
Britain not only occupied Egypt but seemed lively to make her quarrels 
occupation permanent despite frequent promises to withdraw as 
soon as order was restored, much acrimonious bickering took 
place between the two governments. It is true that the Suez 
Canal was finally neutralized by international treaty in 1888; 
but the French could not forget that they had lost the chief prize, 
and their failure naturally rankled. “I believe,” Gladstone had 
said, “the moment we occupy Egypt it will end the cordial rela¬ 
tions between France and England; nations have good memories.” 

It is hardly to be wondered under the circumstances that the 
'eighties and 'nineties were full of friction between the two. 

There was trouble over Madagascar, which France had annexed 
in 1896, thus depriving the British of the privilege of the open 
door; there was more serious trouble over the Niger country, 
ended by a settlement (1898) which gave France the control of 
the mouth of the river; there was a quarrel over Siam (1893) which 
nearly led to war; and these were simply a few of the encounters 
that occurred during these troubled years. The British had, 
meanwhile, suffered some misfortune. In 1884 occurred the insur¬ 
rection of the Mahdi, the leader of a sect of dervishes in that por¬ 
tion of the Sudan which constituted the hinterland of Egypt and 
which Mehemet Ali had conquered in 1821. Gladstone made up 
his mind to abandon the region, and it was only necessary to re¬ 
lieve some beleaguered garrisons. But the force which the Premier 
sent, under a gallant leader, “Chinese” 1 Gordon, proved pitifully 
inadequate, and after being besieged in Khartum for several ' 
months, Gordon and his men were finally taken and put to death. 

This reverse naturajly precipitated Gladstone's downfall, but the 
Conservatives who succeeded him were not yet keyed up to re- 

1 So Colled from certain exploits in China. 
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venge, and the Sudan remained abandoned. It was, hence, a 
question whether Egypt could still rightfully claim it as hers or 
whether it was “no man’s land”—what is known in international 
law as res nvllius. 

France took the position that it was res nullius. Here was a 
golden chance to revive the Egyptian question. As a British 
writer expressed it, “Not able . . . tc enter the Nile region by 
the front door, France tried to enter from the rear.” She had the 
plan (conceived by the aggressive colonial party) of connecting 
the French Sudan with Obok on the Red Sea and thus spanning 
the Continent from west to east. Sucn a scheme, however, count¬ 
ered the British dream of an unbroken stretch from Egypt to the 
Cape of Good Hope; and it will be observed that the point of 
intersection for the two grandiose projects was the Upper Nile. 
It was therefore a race for the Upper Nile. Great Britain secured 
Germany's and Italy's assent to this region as her sphere of in¬ 
fluence, and she even offered Leopold a piece of it—a step which 
she was compelled, however, later to renounce, as it obviously 
took no account of Turkish suzerainty. The French were, mean¬ 
while, pushing forward their posts into the debatable zone, and, 
unknown to the British government, had sent what they called a 
“civilizing mission” (a small exploring force under a certain 
Captain Marchand) to hack its way through tropical jungles to 
Fashoda on the Nile. Hearing some rumors of French activity, 
Sir Edward Grey, who was then undersecretary of foreign affairs, 
made his famous pronouncement that the occupation of the land 
in question by an outsider would be deemed “an unfriendly act” 
—which in diplomatic language was a threat of war. Soon after¬ 
ward the Salisbury ministry sent General Kitchener with a force 
to reconquer the Sudan, and the power of the Mahdists was ef¬ 
fectually broken. 

But meanwhile (1898) Marchand had reached Fashoda. Then 
shortly afterward Kitchener arrived; and but for the presence of 
mind of the two commanders an exchange of shots might have 
occurred, which would have made war inevitable. Fortunately 
the question of possession was referred to the home governments; 
and though a very serious crisis ensued, France finally gave way 
and recalled Marchand. British opinion had been adamant; while 
French opinion, though at first very firm, was too harassed over 
the Dreyfus affair to trouble itself for once over a “ point of honor,” 
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Th6ophile Delcass6, the French foreign minister, felt that peace 
and possible reconciliation was preferable to war, and though 
Great Britain got the Upper Nile (technically for Egypt), a fairly 
amicable boundary settlement was reached. The sequel of Del- 
cassis change of front was soon to appear. 

German Imperialism and the Rise of the Triple Entente 

A new note in German imperialism seemed to oe struck when 
William II, German emperor since 1888, came to reveal his restless 
ambition. It was not long before it w&b demonstrated that this 
arrogant young monarch could not get along amiably with Bis¬ 
marck, whose guidance of German policy had never been seriously 
challenged; and in 1890 Bismarck resigned, to spend his last days 
in bitterness and seclusion. William was a man of some shrewd¬ 
ness, but superficial, impulsive, and given to theatrical effects. 
His father 1 had once written, “In view of the unripeness and 
inexperience of my eldest son, combined with his tendency to 
bragging and conceit, I consider it positively dangerous to allow 
him to come into contact with foreign affairs.” Yet such was the 
man to whom Bismarck bequeathed, as it were, the hegemony of 
Germany in Europe. It may be a matter of doubt whether the 
Emperor’s explosions were the result of excess of self-confident e 
or the lack of it. But he was a true Prussian in his sublime faith 
in the army (“the foundation on which the Empire rests,” he once 
declared), and he was determined to enhance the greatness of his 
Germany—a greatness that must be felt by the rest of the world. 
It was largely due to him that Germany was to become a great 
naval power. 

And, unlike Bismarck, the new emperor was a convinced impe¬ 
rialist. To William the idea of ruling such a colonial empire as Bis¬ 
marck had handed down—the left-overs after the older powers had 
picked what they wanted—may well have been intolerable. Ger¬ 
many must have a colonial empire that properly fitted her great¬ 
ness. She must have “a place in the sun,” as one of her chancellors 
aptly expressed it. But if William picked up a map and looked 
over the two hemispheres, he would have found but little opening 
In 1898 he got a foothold in China, but only a foothold; there was 
little chance of wedging into north Africa; and in America the 
Monroe Doctrine stood as a barrier. There were possibilities, it 

* William's father, the Emperor Frederick, reigned only a few months. 
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is true, in Asiatic Turkey, and to this problem we shall later give 
attention. But it must not be supposed that William followed 
any carefully determined plan or that, in general, he formulated 
German policy. The idea that he was his own chancellor, as Louis 
XIV had been his own prime minister, has been pretty well ex¬ 
ploded. William was too erratic, too muddle-headed to work out 
and direct the program of German imperialism. And yet, as he 
not infrequently influenced policy, and as his chancellors were 
men of second-rate capacity, German policy showed a marked 
want of stability; and if William were not the pilot, he at any rate 
frequently rocked the boat. It should also be stated that for 
many years an obscure official of the foreign office, a former dis¬ 
ciple of Bismarck, Baron von Holstein, had a certain malign 
influence over his government's foreign policy—unchecked be¬ 
cause sometimes it was so insidious and because the higher officials 
were very often irresolute. The really progressive force in German 
imperialism was the settled will of a great part of the nation itself, 
of which emperor and chancellors were to a large extent the ex¬ 
pression. And German opinion was very sensitive to the churlish 
and grudging attitude of British imperialism. One can hardly 
doubt that Imperial Germany looked with considerable longing 
at South Africa—a prize that was worth the plucking if only the 
insatiable British could be held back. Hence, the ostentatious 
interest in the Boers; and so many decorations were sent to Krliger, 
president of the Transvaal, that as Holland Rose remarks, “his 
quaint farmer figure was a very Christmas tree of gewgaws." 
The prize in question was climatically the choicest spot in all 
Africa and also valuable country, as we have seen. 

Question of Slowly and rather unobtrusively the British Empire had been 
afflthe™* 1 growing in Africa. After the recovery of the Egyptian Sudan it 
Boer War extended to the sources of the Nile, and only the Boer republics 
and German East Africa prevented a solid block of British ter¬ 
ritory from Cairo all the way to the Cape of Good Hope. It was 
the dream of Cecil Rhodes, a great prospector in South Africa, to 
build a Cape-to-Cairo railroad; he had also important mining 
interests; and as an official of the Cape government, he had long 
cherished designs on the Boer republics, though he was reasonable 
enough to wish to put the two peoples (Dutch and British) on a 
plane of complete equality in such a plan. There had, unfor¬ 
tunately, long been friction between the two. Under Disraeli the 
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Transvaal had actually been annexed as a prelude to the crushing 
of the Zulus, but during the ministry of his successor the Boers rose 
against their masters and won the famous skirmish of Majuba 
Hill (1881), after which Gladstone, who was more of a liberal than 
an imperialist, restored them to virtual independence. Rhodes, 
who owned some newspapers in England to press the cause of 
British imperialism, had later much to do with the extension of 
British possessions in South Africa (Bechuanaland, for example, 
was taken over and thus a bairier erected between the Transvaal 
and German Southwest Africa), and the Boers were soon com¬ 
pletely surrounded by British territory Meanwhile the discovery 
of gold resulted in the influx of a great horde of British adventurers 
whose demands for rights </ citizenship in the Transvaal were 
resisted by the Boers for the simple reason that they were afraid 
that they themselves would become submerged. For them it was a 
question of self-defense; they felt naturally that they ought to be 
left in peace. Seated on their diamonds and their gold, they cher¬ 
ished the illusion that they could resist the attacks of economic 
imperialism. In the meantime, Germany, as we have seen, had 
taken them under her patronage, and had put it up to Great Bri¬ 
tain that if she annexed the Boer states she would have to reckon 
with Berlin, which might, however, be satisfied with “some small 
colonial advantages.” 1 The policy of blackmailing a power for the 
sake of some paltry gains was to be a common maneuver of Wil¬ 
liam's government. For the moment its chief endeavor was to 
persuade France to join it in resisting British imperialism. Then 
came the “Jameson raid.” In 1896 a henchman of Rhodes at¬ 
tempted without any authorization from the British government 
to make an armed incursion into the Transvaal, which, however, 
ended in a fiasco. Although the British government was quick to 
express its regrets over the incident, the Kaiser, who at first wanted 
to declare a German protectorate over the Transvaal and insisted 
that some action should be taken, was finally persuaded to content 
himself with sending Kruger a telegram, congratulating him on 
having “repelled” the “small bands” which had “broken into” 
his country. This “high explosive,” as Dr. Gooch has termed it, 
was explicitly intended to teach Great Britain a lesson. But British 
resentment was very deep, and from that time on the Kaiser was 

1 This feeler was made in response to the British ambassador’s boast that Great 
Britain had the means of satisfying her enemies. 
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never liked in England, Indeed, dislike seems to have been mu¬ 
tual, for during the Fashoda crisis William tried to persuade the 
Czai to intervene, and ranted with all his might against ^ British 
greed.” 

There is little doubt that William’s ambitious naval policy was 
immediately occasioned by the Jameson episode—which had ended 
in British stiffness and Germany’s isolation (for the Kaiser had 
quite failed to interest other powers). When the naval bill of 1898 
fell far short of satisfying tne Kaiser, one can well understand how 
bitter he became when at the final tot he lacked the sea power to 
influence decisions. When in 1899 the British government, in¬ 
spired by Rhodes and Chamberlain, embarked on war with the 
Boors, German opinion was vociferously hostile, though William 
himself now posed as friendly to the British. Anyway Germany 
had lost her chance. After considerable exertion Great Britain 
defeated the Boers and annexed the two republics; and then with 
admirable sagacity she gave her defeated antagonists self-govern¬ 
ment, and they have become the dominant element in the Union 
of South Africa, founded in 1910. 

But the question had, unfortunately, a wider significance. Nei¬ 
ther the Kruger telegram nor the bitter reverberations of the Boer 
War were soon forgotten, and henceforth British and German 
opinion were more or less at daggers’ points. Official relations 
were not less prickly. We may note that as far back as 1894, 
when Salisbury proposed to the Kaiser a partition of the Ottoman 
Empire, he met with a jsharp rebuff. Germany not only distrusted 
England but seemed to feel that by 11 treating her rough” at a time 
when she was quarreling with France she (England) might some¬ 
how be forced into joining the Triple Alliance. It is interesting 
evidence of the stupidity of German methods. When in 1898 
Great Britain, tired of her isolation, made overtures to both 
Germany and Russia, the Kaiser not only refused the advances 
made to him, but, despite their confidential nature, disclosed 
them to the Czar; and both rulers decided that the British were 
Simply guilty of double-dealing. Under these circumstances, 
and considering German reaction to the Boer War, was it strange 
that the British government took precautions that the terminus 
on the Persian Gulf, desired for the Bagdad Railroad, should not 
be occupied by the Turks and so possibly become a German naval 
base? It is true that some agreements were reached on minor 
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matters, but there were clearly no feelings of amity, and when in 
1900 Germany launched her ambitious naval program, the British 
began to feel renewed distrust. The following year Edward VII 1 
ascended the British throne, and German distrust was revived; for 
William and his “Uncle Bertie’’ had never been fond of each 
other, and the latter was always very much at home in Paris. 

Moreover, one should realize that German commerce was making 
great advances all this time, and that British merchants were 
finding that in some places their rrurkeis were slipping away. 

What we have then to no+c is that an Anglo-German feud had The Entente 
come to be a phase of world politics,. To an ovo> whelming extent and the 
it was a national quarrel—between the British public on the one Moroccan 
hand and the German on tl e other. On the part of the former, Crisis 
commercial rivalry and fear and distrust of German sea power were 
the dominating factors; on the part of the latter, the jealousy of a Formation 
young and aspiring colonial nation for a power which had already ^tceoTthe 
more of the world in its possession than seemed reasonable or just. Cordmle 
Just how much the German government was responsible for Ger¬ 
man opinion is not clear. It is more certain that Germany’s re¬ 
jection of British friendship at a time when Great Britain and 
France were on the road to reconciliation (we allude to the fate of a 
last British overture in 1901) was exceedingly stupid diplomacy. 

William II and his advisers had none of the sagacity of Bismarck. 

They had already “cut the wire” to St. Petersburg, and they were 
soon to reap the fruit of their haughtiness toward England. 

What Germany regarded as impossible soon happened. Thanks 
to Edward VII and to Lord Lansdowne (the British foreign secre¬ 
tary) as well as to numerous others, Great Britain and France 
signed a convention in April, 1904, which adjusted all existing 
differences and was, in short, a complete reconciliation. The most 
important feature of the “Entente Cordiale,” as it was called, was 
that Great Britain should have a free hand in Egypt and that 
France should be free to “restore order” in Morocco, though she 
disclaimed all intention of altering its political status, and reserva¬ 
tion was made for Spanish interests on the Moorish coast. There 
were also secret articles but they hardly signified more than was 
implied in the open clauses. The point is that Great Britain’s 
^{^-protectorate over Egypt was recognized by France, and 

1 Son and successor of Victoria. He was succeeded in 1910 by the present king, 

George V. 
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France was to employ some species of political action in Morocco, 
Could anyone doubt that Morocco was marked out for a protec¬ 
torate? A few months later France and Spain secretly entered into 
an agreement, which, after affirming “the integrity of Morocco 
under the sovereignty of the Sultan” arranged for the partition 
of the country between the two powers. But the fate of Morocco 
was not, perhaps, so important as the relations between France 
and Great Britain, just established. Not only was British diplo¬ 
matic support pledged to France in case of difficulties over Morocco, 
but, as we shall see, a series of understandings was inaugurated 
for the purpose of defending their common interests from German 
attack. A common distrust of Germany, whether justified or not, 
had brought these powers together in what may perhaps be called 
a conspiracy of defense. 

Whatever were France's ultimate intentions regarding Morocco, 
she had squared Great Britain and Spain, and she had also (one 
may add) placated Italy by countenancing her designs on 
Tripoli. But it was evidently felt unnecessary to approach Ger¬ 
many, whose interests in the Mediterranean were relatively slight; 
and it is interesting to notice that before the Entente Cordiale was 
actually signed the Kaiser had expressed his gratification to the 
King of Spain at the rumors of a Franco-Spanish partition of 
Morocco. But Germany was really much annoyed at being treated 
as if she were a power of no importance; besides she did not relish 
the thought that her interests in Morocco, however slight, were 
now in danger of being ruined by a French protectorate. It was 
well known that the Sultan was tightly bound to French bankers 
and that France was already engaged in “reforming” Morocco 
in the interest of order while she promoted its material develop¬ 
ment. It was a typical case of economic imperialism, combined 
with the political object of buttressing Algeria; and Germany must 
certainly have recognized these facts. Instead, however, of taking 
the initiative and forcing France into the open, she “blew hot and 
cold” by turns, and preferred, in general, the more fractious policy 
of intriguing against French interests in Morocco. Finally, alter 
further discomfiture, and in consideration of the weakness of 
France's ally, Russia (then embroiled in the Far East), she decided 
cm a bolder stroke—one that would effectually test the strength 
of the Entente Cordiale. With much reluctance (since he wanted to 
make friendly overtures to France and draw all the powers into a 
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combination against England), the Kaiser was persuaded to land 
at Tangier in Morocco in March, 1905, and to proclaim his cham¬ 
pionship of the sovereignty of the Sultan, The maneuver was 
rightly regarded in Paris as a challenge, and French opinion be¬ 
came very nervous. Then the issue was made more definite by a 
demand from Germany that the whole question be submitted to 
an international conference. Such a position was legally sound 
since in 1880 various powers had signed a com ention upholding 
the sovereignty of Morocco and the maintenance of the open door, 
and for that reason the Morocco question might be considered 
international. Delcass<? would have resisted Germany's demand 
even at the cost of war, but he was not supported by his colleagues 
or by public opinion (remarkably self-possessed under the cir¬ 
cumstances) and he consequently resigned. It might have been 
possible for Germany by direct negotiation to have got a complete 
adjustment of colonial claims (such, in essence, was a French pro¬ 
posal), but her chancellor, Prince Biilow, seems to have preferred 
instead to win a diplomatic triumph. We must now hurry over 
the course of events. The international conference duly met in 
1906 at Algeciras in Spain, but instead of ending in a victory for 
Germany all the powers save Austria-Hungary sided with France, 
and it was Germany, not France, who was left isolated. France 
was now in a stronger position than before; for she and Spain 
were accorded a limited right of policing Morocco, 1 and their 
position now rested on an international agreement. 

We should add, too, that if Germany had some notion of breaking 
the Entente Cordiale, she had signally failed. It had been strength¬ 
ened rather than weakened by German blustering. In 1905 Lans- 
downe had secretly initiated some “conversations" between the 
French and British staffs, both military and naval, and but for 
the fall of DelcassS something closely approximating a secret 
alliance might have resulted. In any case Lansdowne's policy was 
followed and even carried further by Sir Edward Grey, who suc¬ 
ceeded him as foreign secretary with the change to a Liberal 
ministry in January, 1906. Well-intentioned but shallow-minded, 
and lacking the energy to go personally to the bottom of a problem, 
Grey entered office with an intense prejudice against Germany, 
whose tactless methods had already offended him in the days 
when he was an undersecretary. No doubt, too, he was impressed 

i Their police rights were limited respectively to certain ports. 
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by public opinion, and felt that in event of a crisis/he could count 
on popular support in any policy of combating Germany. To the 
French ambassador he stated (and he said the same to the German 
ambassador) that, according to his personal opinion, should France 
be attacked by Germany as the result of the Morocco agreement, 
public opinion in England would not permit the government to 
remain neutral. The danger of such a remark was that it might 
encourage France to count on British support in the event that 
she pursued a policy that was calculated to provoke attack. But 
Grey seldom saw beyond his nose. 

The Entente Cordiale may be described as one side of a triangle 
and the Dual Alliance as another, and it only required a link be¬ 
tween England and Russia to complete the triangle which came 
to be known as the Triple Entente. It is true that there had been 
nothing more certain or more persistent in world politics than the 
Anglo-Russian feud. Nevertheless the Salisbury ministry had 
flirted with Russia, as we have seen, and it had been urged upon 
Lansdowne that a good way of solving the difficulties in Persia 
was an economic partition of that land between the two powers. 
Overtures had come from Russia in 1906, and after long negotia¬ 
tions the Convention of 1907 was signed between England and 
Russia. All outstanding differences were adjusted, and Persia was 
divided into two spheres of interest, one Russian, one British, as 
well as a middle and neutral zone. The sovereignty and integrity 
of Persia were proclaimed in the preamble, and Persia was ex¬ 
plicitly assured by the British minister to Teheran that she need 
not fear for her independence, which was “forever assured’’ by 
the Convention. The hypocrisy of imperialism was never more 
shamefully exemplified than in Persia. 

Thus was established the Triple Entente. Grey’s object was 
certainly to bind Great Britain and Russia as forging the third 
link in the defensive chain he was constructing about Germany, 
though a secondary object of the Convention had been the safe¬ 
guarding of India from Russian attack (it is noticeable that the 
British sphere was chiefly desert and had practically no economic 
value). Grey wrote at the time that the spheres were not supposed 
to be areas of exclusive exploitation, but that it was merely in¬ 
tended to exclude the operations of the two powers from each 
other's spheres; in other words they were not presumed to exclude 
concessions to a third party. There is also no reason to suppose 
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that he anticipated any harm coming to Persia. But when the 
Persians, who had reduced the Shah's power by revolution, en¬ 
deavored to shake off the financial yoke which he had brought 
upon their country, they found they had to reckon with Great 
Britain as well as Russia. Thus they were not permitted the luxury 
of borrowing from the Germans in order to pay off their debts to 
the British and Russians. In the meantime, as the finances were 
in a muddle, Great Britain and Russia decided ihat Persia should 
have some foreign financial advisers, and a new loan was offered 
(chiefly for the raising of guards to protect the trade routes), 
though only on condition that the British and Russian govern¬ 
ments should be consulted before the granting of any concessions. 
Manifestly this was an attach both on the sovereignty of Persia 
and on the principle of the open door. Germany, mindful of her 
prestige, feebly protested, then beat a complacent retreat when 
it appeared that Persia's rejection of the Anglo-Russian terms 
(thus threatening to aggravate the issue) would not be formally 
received by the two legations. When Persia, for her part, finally 
took the bit in her teeth and appointed an American expert to 
reorganize her finances, Russia thwarted him at every turn and 
finally, after pouring troops into Persia, forced his dismissal. 
Grey himself had backed this high-handed action—not, it is true, 
without misgivings, but fearful that if the Russians were unable 
to coerce Persia, they might march into Teheran and thus rouse 
British opinion against the Anglo-Russian entente. Indeed, he 
told the Russian ambassador that if the Convention were to col¬ 
lapse, he would resign. The Russians frankly believed that Grey’s 
“European policy" (i.e., enmity to Germany) permitted them to 
do as they pleased in Persia. From 1912 to 1917 the northern part 
of Persia, including the capital, was practically a Russian province. 

In the Persian question Germany had morally something at 
stake, even if her interests were still slight. But here, as in Turkey, 
she was singularly cautious—we might say timidly cautious—lest 
she offend Great Britain or Russia. She wished to do nothing to 
estrange the British whose capital might be needed to promote 
the Bagdad Railroad. German consuls, poking around in the Red 
Sea and Persian Gulf for possible coaling stations, had been told 
that such projects were impracticable as likely to offend the British. 
Nor would die risk provoking Russia by accepting a proffered 
concession from Persia for a railroad. When the Persians had 
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sought a loan from Berlin, she had withheld her official backing, 
though it is interesting to notice that Great Britain and Russia 
had been worried over the matter and explicitly feared a “second 
Morocco.” When it was evident that economic imperialism was 
becoming political, she did not persist in the defense of her legal 
rights. None the less, it is clear that the door had been shut in 
her face even more pointedly in Persia than in Morocco. The 
Triple Entente had become aggressively imperialist and were solid 
enough to exclude all undesirable competitors. Moreover, Italy 
was in collusion. 

Italy had long been a very lukewarm member of the Triple 
Alliance. She had entered into that alliance by force of circum¬ 
stances, being embittered against France for taking Tunis (which 
she had coveted), and feeling that she required a stronger inter¬ 
national position; but it had always been an essentially unnatural 
alignment. For Italy hated Austria, first because the latter held 
all the good harbors on the Adriatic, secondly because she possessed 
the southern Tyrol, which brought her over the mountains into a 
position threatening to Italy's security, and thirdly because she 
ruled some 600,000 Italians most of whom presumably longed to 
be redeemed. Moreover, Italians were rather drawn by natural 
affinity to the French, and with their long and exposed coast line 
they could hardly afford to risk a quarrel with powers, like France 
or Great Britain, whose naval strength was reasonably to be feared. 
No doubt it was the part of expediency for Italy to have friends 
on both sides, and in case of war she could join the side that 
promised her the most profit. After a succession of agreements 
with France cordial relations were re-established; and Italy was 
often so secretive, as far as her own allies were concerned, that 
they soon—and with good cause—became convinced of her du¬ 
plicity. In the five-year renewals of the Triple Alliance they had 
been forced to make concessions that would nominally insure her 
loyalty, but her open support of France at Algeciras showed clearly 
the way things stood. Though we can hardly take space to prove 
it, there is little doubt that Italy had become a mere appendage 
to the Triple Entente. 

By 1908, then, the Triple Alliance was the weaker of the two 
combinations on whose even balance the peace of Europe was 
supposed to depend. The hegemony of Germany had been grad¬ 
ually shattered; her legitimate ambitions were being blocked at all 
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points. German imperialism seemed faced by an impenetrable 
wall. Only in Asiatic Turkey could Germany hope to make a 
breach, though even in that quarter she had come to appreciate 
the strength of the coalition that seemed to encircle her. Yet if she 
could reach her goal on the Persian Gulf, she might resume her 
old confidence. We must now shift our attention to the Near East. 

The Eastern Question as the Harbinger of War 

The clash of world powers over Egyot or Morocco might be The Rivalry 
serious enough, but if no one wanted war, some adjustment could supremacy 
be found that would ease the situation—and it must be insisted j ^Jkans— 
that no power during these years that we have been studying t ^ e jj^ estion 
wanted war. But in the Eastern Question there were peculiarly straits and 
complex factors less susceptible to control. There were the Balkan o^ 0sm<w 
states, whose affiliations were largely a gamble; and there were 
stakes in the Near East more worthy of being gambled for. 

The efforts of Russia to dominate the Balkans as the result of The Treaty 
the upheaval of the ’seventies ended in her bitter disappointment. 

The terms she had dictated in the Treaty of San Stefano as the °* 

victor in her war with Turkey had been revised as the result of 
the intervention of the powers, and the Treaty of Berlin (1878) 
had given her but little satisfaction beyond the erection of the 
state of Bulgaria and the cession of the province of Bessarabia, 
which, being wrested from Roumania, who had aided her in the 
war, produced bitter feelings at Bucharest. Later on, the clumsi¬ 
ness of her policy at Sophia had alienated Bulgaria, and it was 
actually against her wishes that the prince of Bulgaria had forcibly 
annexed Eastern Roumelia 1 in 1885. Incidentally we may ob¬ 
serve that the Treaty of Berlin was breaking down, as had the —* 

Treaty of Paris. A repetition of the demand that Turkey should 
reform (that is, give her Christian subjects adequate protection) 
was treated with the same indifference as of old. Until the Concert 
of Europe was billing to come to the point of encroaching on 
Turkish sovereignty by supervising directly the institution of 
reforms, the Sultan knew that he could profit by the usual rivalries 
and do nothing. Internationalism was just as ineffective in the 
Near East as it had been in central Africa and Morocco. 

'An autonomous state created by the Congress of Berlin for the purpose of 
separating some of the Bulgars from the main body in Bulgaria, thus breaking up 
the greater Bulgaria which Russia had extorted from the Turks in the Treaty of 
San Stefano. 
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Parallel with the recoil of Russia from the Balkans we must 
note the advance of Austria. In order to purchase Austrian neu¬ 
trality during the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-8 Russia had been 
obliged to agree that Austria might annex Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
the two provinces forming the hinterland of Dalmatia. In the 
Treaty of Berlin Austria obtained only the right to “administer” 
them, but this was rather a distinction without a difference, as 
Turkish sovereignty became only nominal as a result. Further¬ 
more Austria had received the right to garrison the Sanjak of 
Novi Bazar, a Turkish district which separated Serbia and Monte¬ 
negro, and constituted a kind of corridor for Austrian incursion 
into the Balkans. It was commonly believed that Vienna had 
its eye on Saloniki. 

Bismarck, the “honest broker,” as he had called himself, sought 
to establish a kind of balance between Austria and Russia, and 
would like to have seen a division of the peninsula into two spheres 
of interest, but his wish could never prevail. He had no thought 
of any direct German interest in the Near East, having once re¬ 
marked that the Eastern Question was “not worth the bones of a 
Pomeranian grenadier,” and was sufficiently content that Austria 
had found a direction for her energies which turned her definitely 
away from German affairs. At the same time he maintained very 
friendly relations with Russia, and in a secret treaty in 1887 he 
assented to Russian designs on Constantinople and the Straits. 

The “trend eastward,” which Bismarck urged upon Austria, 
was soon conspicuously displayed, though in the form of an eco¬ 
nomic rather than a political invasion. The Austrian Lloyd Steam¬ 
ship Company opened a coastal service which brought Austrian 
activity into the whole of the Levant and meant much for the 
development of closer relations with Turkey's Adriatic littoral 
Meanwhile, the construction of a railroad to Constantinople and 
Saloniki, built by German capital, and loans to Serbia and Bul¬ 
garia by German and Austrian capitalists cemented still closer ties. 
In this policy of peaceful penetration backward Russia could not 
possibly compete. The fledgling nationalities of the Balkans, who 
as yet had no industries of their own, got all their needs satisfied 
from Vienna; and the long and short of it was that the Balkans 
fell gradually into the economic orbit of Austria-Hungary. More¬ 
over, at this time there were political bonds as well as economic. 
Roumania, whose king never forgot that he was a Hohenzollem, 
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secretly joined the Triple Alliance in 1883. Greece, who lay out¬ 
side of Austria’s economic interests, was somewhat drawn toward 
the Central Powers by the fact that her heir apparent, the later 
King Constantine, had married the Kaiser’s sister in 1889. Serbia 
under the Obrenoviches was definitely pro-Austrian and in 1881 
actually pledged herself to sign no treaty without Austria’s previous 
approval. When she attacked Bulgaria in 1885 and got badly 
whipped, it was Austria that saved her from loss of territory. 

Bulgaria as a factor was rather uncertain, since the new prince, 
Ferdinand of Saxe-Coburg, the successor of Alexander, whose 
abdication Russia had forced, made it his business to play one 
of the Great Powers off against the other, but in the main he 
leaned toward Austria. Ii. Turkey British influence was pre¬ 
dominant until the ’nineties, but Germany had long been a close 
second, and by assiduously courting Turkey she was able to oust 
the British (more concerned with protesting against Turkish 
atrocities) from first place. As early as 1883 a German military 
mission had been sent to Turkey, and the Turkish army was 
accordingly trained on the German model. In 1897 Germany took 
care to be benevolently neutral when Turkey fought Greece; and 
the ground was being prepared for Germany’s Asiatic venture, 
which we shall notice presently. For twenty years there was little 
to resist the Austro-German penetration of the Near East. 

Yet Russia never wholly took her eye off Constantinople. At The 
the very least she wanted the exclusive right to send her warships of°Ru88ia 
through the Straits, unreconciled to the various international 
treaties which had, in effect, closed them against her. 1 In 1896 she 
had even a plan of a forcible seizure of the Straits, though it never 
matured; and the following year Austria and Russia agreed to 
respect the status quo in the Balkans, the right of Austria to annex 
Bosnia and Herzegovina being, however, contemplated under cer¬ 
tain circumstances. Since- Russia was mainly interested in Man¬ 
churia at this time, she was apparently still willing to deal gently 
with the Near East, and when Macedonia became the chief sore- 
spot in the Balkans (due to Turkish oppression of Christians), 

Russia and Austria were able to concur to some extent. But there 
was evidence that Russia was really edging back. Her relations 

1 For a brief sketch of technical questions involved see Fay, The Origins of the 
World Wur< vol. i, pp. 72-3. The freedom of the Straits for merchantmen was not 
at first a matter of concern. 
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with Bulgaria became gradually improved, and ripened into a 
military alliance (1902). 1 Then in 1903 occurred a palace revolu¬ 
tion in Serbia and the accession of the Karageogeviches, the 
prot6g6s of Russia, to the throne. Distinctly Russia had redressed 
the balance. 

The Bosnian Then in 1908 -9 occurred the Bosnian Crisis. Disquieted by 

the^nier 4 Serb intrigues, and taking advantage of a sudden revolution in 

Germany Turkey, Baron Aehrenthal, the Austrian foreign minister, an 
aggressive and unscrupulous diplomat, made up his mind that 
the time had come to turn the occupation of Bosnia and Herze¬ 
govina into downright annexation. Strictly speaking, such an 
act was a breach of the Treaty of Berlin, but in effect it would 
mean no tighter hold on these provinces than Austria had main¬ 
tained for thirty years. Moreover, Izvolski, the Russian foreign 
minister, had, himself, suggested this action, hoping to get for 
Russia the coveted use of the Straits; he was even willing that 
Austria should annex the Sanjak, though Aehrenthal decided, on 
reflection, to evacuate it. We shall not relate the interesting mis¬ 
understanding which subsequently developed between the two. 
Suffice it to say that the Russian diplomat was duped, and that 
anyway there was no chance of Russia getting what she wanted 
without the assent of Great Britain, who deliberately strengthened 
Turkish obduracy. While Izvolski stormed against Aehrenthal 
and tried without success to embroil Austria with the Powers, 
the crisis did not really become acute till Serbia threatened war. 
Though Russia, it is true, tried earnestly to quiet the Serbs, she 
seemed very likely to be forced into supporting them, and when 
war seemed eminently probable (for Austria was more than ready 
to accept the Serbian challenge), Germany made it plain to Russia 
that in such an eventuality she would side with Austria. It was a 
very pointed hint that the big Slav brother had better back down; 
and Russia, not being encouraged by France and Great Britain, 
and not having recovered from the effects of the Japanese War, 
had no choice but to do so. In the words of the German chancellor, 
“the German sword had been thrown into the scale of European 
decision,” 

But the Bosnian Crisis was a landmark in the Austro-Russian 
struggle for preponderance in the Balkans. Izvolski, who smarted 

* A convention for the protection of Bulgaria, explicitly in response to a military 
convention in 1900 between Austria and Roumsnia. 



_THE ORIGINS OF THE GREAT WAR 625 

under his personal defeat, and who later went to Paris as am¬ 
bassador, bent all his efforts from then on to draw France closer 
to Russia for a war of common revenge. And Russia herself was 
bitter over her forced capitulation. However much Isvolski had 
been to blame for the course of events, the British ambassador 
noted that Russia felt that she “ had never undergone such humilia¬ 
tion.” Soon afterward she signed a secret treaty with Bulgaria 
(whose prince had employed the crisis, with Austi'an concurrence, 
to proclaim his independence of Turkey), declaring that the realiza¬ 
tion of Slav ideals would be possible only after a Russian victory 
over the Central Powers. Worse than that, Russia had passed 
the word to Serbia that she had only h) be patient, for Austria- 
Hungary’s reckoning with the Slavs was bound to come. Insofar 
as Russia preferred war to another humiliation and encouraged 
Serbia to believe that she would back her in war with Austria, 
the Bosnian Crisis formed a link in the chain of circumstances 
which led to the Great War. 

In the meantime the vexing Eastern Question had already 
broadened its range to include Asiatic Turkey. In 1891 Sultan 
Abdul Hamid had conceived the idea of a railroad to Bagdad 
and the Persian Gulf as a means of getting a better grip on his 
ill-organized dominions. Though various projects of the sort had 
been in contemplation (primarily for economic reasons), it was a 
German company which the Sultan plainly favored. In 1898 the 
Kaiser made a spectacular pilgrimage to the Holy Land, in the 
course of which he proclaimed himself the protector of the Mo¬ 
hammedan world, and the following year the German company 
definitely got the concession. The president of the Deutsche Bank 
(which had most to do with financing the undertaking) has revealed 
the fact that it cost the Germans $600,000 to bring the Turks 
around. In any case it was a marvelous scoop, and in 1903 a con¬ 
vention was signed which definitely launched the enterprise. Was 
Germany to fulfill her dream? The combination of German capital 
and German engineering was calculated to turn this desert country 
into one of the most productive lands in the world, and to satisfy in 
time all the needs of German industry. 

But it must not be supposed that Germany’s rivals relished the 
project or failed to display their envy. The British could never 
be quite sure that the railroad was not political in its object (and 
we cannot be sure that it had not that ultimate object), and it was 
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for that reason that they had been so very nasty about a terminus 
on the Persian Gulf. As for Russia, she frankly disliked a project 
which tnreatened the Russian grain trade with serious competition, 
seemed also to menace her position in northern Persia, and, above 
all, promised a regeneration of the Ottoman Empire, which for 
obvious reasons she wanted to remain weak. In 1900 she had 
forced a convention upon Turkey, which practically made of 
Armenia a Russian sphere of interest at a time when it was in¬ 
tended that the railroad should take a northerly and rather less 
difficult route. The Germans were also embarrassed by the lack 
of sufficient capital, and hence set out to secure it both in Paris 
and in London. The British Conservatives, for their part, were 
ready enough to sponsor co-operation, and Lansdowne sensibly 
believed that the participation of British capital would prevent 
the design from becoming exclusively German; but as soon as 
it was known that British financiers were interested, public opinion 
forced the government to relinquish its support. Then exactly 
the same thing happened in France (except that money had been 
actually subscribed), and the Germans had to scrape together 
enough to carry on their enterprise alone. So far, so good— 
but there were still boulders ahead. The chief weakness of the 
enterprise was still finance. In driving a hard bargain with the 
Turks the Germans had rather overreached themselves, for Turkey 
had to furnish a heavy subsidy, which in view of her serious finan¬ 
cial embarrassments could not be paid unless the customs were 
increased. This, however, required the assent of the various powers 
who traded with Turkey, and the Entente was not greatly dis¬ 
posed to countenance a measure that would hurt their commercial 
interests. It was the British who were chiefly affected, and it was 
Great Britain who now held the whip hand. Already she had 
tried to get the railway concession canceled; then, failing that 
she extorted from Turkey the right to construct a parallel line— 
apparently with the object of forcing Germany to concede inter¬ 
national management in the last section of the road; and it was 
only on such a basis that she would grant the customs increase. 
It was not till three years later—on the eve of the War—that 
Germany by liberal concessions reached an agreement with France 
and Great Britain, but in 1911 she had adjusted all her differences 
with Russia in what was known as the Potsdam Convention. It 
began to look as if, after all, the road would in time be completed. 
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In the years following the Bosnian Crisis the tension between 
the Powers had seemed to relax a little. In July, 1909, the cautious 
and pacific Bethmann-Hollweg became German chancellor. Not 
only did relations between Germany and Russia improve but 
Austria was on better terms with Serbia. Finally, France and 
Germany came to an agreement over Morocco—a curious arrange¬ 
ment which virtually scrapped the Act of Algeciras and left each 
free to exploit Morocco, while Germany, oddly en( ugh, recognized 
France's “special political interests” and both paid scant regard 
for the open door. 

And then in 1911 the international was ruffled again, the 
Turco-Italian War, a Russian design on the Straits, and the Agadir 
Crisis showing that all the cJd dangers had been lurking beneath 
the surface. 

In spite of some haggling over commercial matters all went 
reasonably well in Morocco till the country fell into serious disorder 
and France announced that she must send an army into Fez, the 
Moroccan capital, to protect Europeans. That the danger was 
sufficient to warrant this decision is perhaps debatable (the Ger¬ 
mans persistently belittled it, though experiences in China would 
certainly suggest avoiding any risk), but anyway Germany had 
given France carte blanche to maintain order. Germany reasoned, 
however, that once France had entered Fez she would never get 
out, and that a protectorate was certain to be the outcome. France, 
of course, insisted that she had no intention of remaining indefi¬ 
nitely in Fez, but her policy in respect to Morocco had been so 
tricky that one could not hold her assurance as worthy of much 
confidence. The fact of the matter is, given a country like Morocco, 
chained by economic bonds to a European power, an eventual 
protectorate was practically assured, and France must have 
anticipated this outcome from the first. On the assumption that 
this was correct, Germany resorted to the familiar tack of request¬ 
ing “compensation.” Such was a possible basis for an under¬ 
standing. 

In the matter of satisfying Germany with some titbit elsewhere 
France was prepared to accept the principle, but unfortunately 
the question was postponed by a sudden change of ministry; and, 
without waiting for the outcome of this temporary crisis, Germany 
proceeded to send a gunboat to Agadir, a port on the west coast 
of Morocco, nominally to protect her interests (she had previously 
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scoffed at all danger) but actually to force the French to come to 
terms. It was a hazardous maneuver, since it took little account 
of the explosive public, and it was liable to grave misunderstanding 
in London. Oddly enough, French opinion was for the moment 
calm notwithstanding the greedy demands of some of the leading 
German papers, but Great Britain, always ready to block Ger¬ 
many, persuaded herself that the latter cherished designs on a 
part of Morocco and was resolved to thwart her at all costs. 
Accordingly on July 21 Lloyd George in a public speech gave a 
veiled threat of war. This action, as Professor Fay says, “caused 
an explosion of wrath in Germany, where it was interpreted as a 
threat and where it was felt that England was interfering in Franco- 
German negotiations, which were none of her business.” Certainly 
the fact that Great Britain expressed her views in so public a man¬ 
ner instead of resorting to the usual diplomatic channels was a 
very dangerous experiment—and it nearly precipitated war. 
Public opinion in both England and Germany was keyed to the 
highest pitch. Happily the German government managed to keep 
its temper (William himself had never approved of the dispatch 
of the gunboat); and Caillaux, the new French premier, was also 
determined to prevent war, and accordingly welcomed the willing¬ 
ness of the Germans to reduce their demands. In the end France 
acquired a protectorate over Morocco (except, of course, the part 
allotted to Spain), and Germany received a slice of the French 
Congo—a very poor solace for so much pother. As a result of the 
crisis France and Great Britain were drawn more closely together 
and Germany nourished considerable rancor over what she re¬ 
garded as a gratuitous humiliation. It seemed that every time 
Germany tried to force respect for her prestige, it was diminished 
rather than increased by her action. 

This crisis was hardly surmounted when Italy broke the peace. 
Aggrieved over the meager showing of her African adventure (she 
had been badly beaten by Abyssinia in 1896), Italy had long been 
laying her plans to possess herself of Tripoli, and hence, in 1911, 
when Morocco became the focus of attention, she deliberately 
forced war upon Turkey. Tripoli was eventually conquered, and 
in order to bring the Turks to terms, Italy occupied the Sporades 
(the Dodecanese) including Rhodes. Ultimately Tripoli was ceded 
by the Peace of Ouchy (1912), and Italy was to hand back the 
Sporades— which, however, she never did. In the meantime, 
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Russia, seeing that other powers were busily aggrandizing them¬ 
selves, decided to raise once more the question of the Straits. But 
such a plan, as always, predicated British assent, and Grey insisted, Renewal of 
as he had before, that if the Straits were to be opened to war- designs' 
vessels, they must be opened to them all. Yet the very project 
was ominous. Russian restlessness was not likely to be allayed 
until it finally reached its goal. But there is no wonder that the 
French were annoyed when they learned of impoitant projects in 
the Balkans, which their ally had not disclosed to them. 

It should be added that the reckless strain in Russian policy 
was due in part to the inefficient organization of the czar's govern¬ 
ment. Each minister v.as directly responsible to the czar instead 
of being subordinated first t»the wishes of the premier. Thus in 
1912 the Russian premier had to admit to the British ambassador 
that he had no check whatever upon the foreign office; and it was 
a subordinate in that office who was able during the temporary 
absence of the foreign minister to work his will on helpless Persia. 
Furthermore, Russian agents in the more backward states, like 
Persia, Turkey, and Serbia were frequently allowed a discretionary 
authority, their actions being approved if they seemed successful 
or disavowed if they brought embarrassments to the government. 

Thus the ambassador to Constantinople in 1911 was represented 
as exceeding his instructions and recalled when his feelers regarding 
the Straits had proved a failure. Under such circumstances Russian 
imperialism was apt to be slippery and very puzzling in its aims; 
and the word of a Russian diplomat could hardly ever be trusted. 

No doubt lying is part of the diplomatic game, and even the simple- 
minded Grey showed strange lapses of memory when driven into 
a corner, but, with all due disrespect to the Italians, the Russian 
diplomats, as the documents well show, were quite the most in¬ 
veterate liars of all. 

Though the Straits were still to be seized, yet if Russia could The Balkan 
really dominate the Balkans, the prize would probably fall into tl^First 
her lap. As far back as 1908 Grey had ventured the opinion that B(Ukan War 
in another ten years the Triple Entente would be able to dominate 
the Near East; and such a condition would presumably mean 
giving Russia a free hand. For some time her diplomacy had been 
working to the end of forming a league of Balkan states under her 
auspices—a weapon which might be used against Turkey on the 
one hand or Austria on the other. It seemed inconceivable that 
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the little Balkan states, who hated one another even more than 
they did the Turk, could ever form an alliance, but the lure of 
Macedonia was very great, and the Tripolitan War together with 
an uprising in Albania seemed to furnish a promising occasion for 
aggressive action. After protracted negotiations, more or less 
guided by two skillful Russian diplomats, Serbia, Bulgaria, Greece, 
and Montenegro formed what was known as the Balkan League, 
and in the fall of 1912 began a war against Turkey. Viewing the 
episode broadly, it was Russia's countermove in response to the 
Austrian victory in the Bosnian Crisis. 

Yet it is rather amusing to notice that Russia had joined the 
other powers in forbidding the Balkan states to go to war. When, 
much to the surprise of everyone, perhaps to the Balkan states 
themselves, they won an easy victory over Turkey, the Powers 
were none the less worried, and it looked at one moment as if a 
general war might break out. While Russia forbade the Bulgarians 
to take Constantinople, Austria warned Serbia that she was not 
to keep Albania, which should be formed into an independent 
state. Since the Serbs, as usual, balked, Austria mobilized a por¬ 
tion of her army, and Russia began to do likewise. But the Triple 
Entente—even Russia, in fact—was not willing to risk a war over 
Serbian ambition, and when the terms of peace came to be dis¬ 
cussed, they accepted the Austrian solution. Something like the 
old Concert of Europe was now functioning to preserve the peace. 
But in any case Russia had reaped considerable satisfaction. 
Turkey, the satellite of Germany, had been beaten by her pro¬ 
teges, and if only the League would keep from falling to pieces, 
it was likely to remain an instrument of Russian policy. 

Unhappily for Russia, it did fall to pieces. The Balkan states 
after much controversy had divided the spoils of victory in ad¬ 
vance, but they had not reckoned on Austrian interference; and 
now that Serbia was cheated out of Albania, she expected a larger 
share of Macedonia than had been stipulated in the Serbo-Bul- 
garian treaty. Bulgaria would not yield an inch, however, and a 
crisis soon impended. Vain were Russia's efforts at moderation. 
Austria had made up her mind to smash the Balkan League, and 
she deliberately incited Bulgaria against her allies. “We shall 
let the dogs devour one another," an Austrian official was quoted 
as saying, “and then we shall dominate the Balkans." In July, 
1013, Bulgaria made a treacherous attack upon Serbia, and thus 
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commenced the Second Balkan War. As Greece had likewise been 
quarreling with Bulgaria, she formed an alliance with Serbia; then 
Roumania and even Turkey fell upon the offender; and Bulgaria 
was thus forced, single-handed, to fight four powers. As a result 
she was speedily overwhelmed; and she naturally lost some of the 
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gains she had made in the previous war. The policy of Vienna 
had ended in a snare. 

By the Treaty of Bucharest (1913), which had closed the Balkan 
upheaval, all the Christian Balkan states had become enlarged, 
even Roumania gaining some territory at the expense of Bulgaria. 
But the results of the Balkan Wars were chiefly important for their 
bearing upon Europe. The Austro-Serbien feud, as we shall notice 
presently, was greatly aggravated. Apart from the uncertainty of 
Bulgaria's attitude, the position of the Central Powers was much 
weakened, and Russia's position, despite the collapse of the Balkan 
League, was correspondingly improved. She was now measurably 
nearer her goal, ‘since Turkey, the tool of German imperialism, lay 
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crushed and broken. It is no wonder that Germany welcomed a 
Turkish request for another German mission to put the Turkish 
army in a better state of fitness, though her eagerness seems partly 
to have been induced by the fear that the Ottoman Empire was 
now approaching dissolution, coupled with the conviction that 
she (Germany) must be in a position to bag her share. Hence in 
the fall of 1913 a German officer, Liman von Sanders was sent to 
command a Turkish army corps with headquarters at Constanti¬ 
nople. In the end Russia made such a fuss (she secretly considered 
occupying some Turkish ports) that Sanders relinquished his 
command of a Turkish corps, though he remained to accomplish 
the objects of his mission. In a sense Constantinople was the key 
point in the conflicting ambitions of Russia and Germany. The 
sweep of German imperialism from Berlin to Bagdad and the 
Persian Gulf might, if it became political, frustrate the designs 
of Russia to reach the Mediterranean; more than that, it might 
close the Straits to Russian trade. The temporary closing of the 
Straits during the Tripolitan War had produced acute depression 
among the grain-shippers of Russia. On the other hand, Russian 
seizure of the Straits would puncture the German dream. Two 
movements of expansion had their intersecting point at Constan¬ 
tinople. Such, then, was one of the stakes in the struggle for 
ascendancy in the Balkans. 

But the actual center of the struggle lay further west. To 
Austria the bone of contention was Serbia, who, backed by Russia, 
seemed to threaten her existence; while to Russia Serbia was 
always the “guardian of the gate,” a sort of outpost of the Balkans, 
calculated to buttress her supremacy in the Near East. But a 
clash between Austria and Russia could hardly fail to involve 
their respective allies. Thus it was Serbia that more and more 
became the storm center of Europe—the point on which the 
rivalry of the Powers over the Balkans and the Austro-Serbian 
feud naturally converged. Since it was Austro-Serbian relations 
which produced the final crisis, they demand our special atten¬ 
tion. 


Austkian Dynasticism vs. Serb Ihkedentism 

We have already examined the importance of irredentism in 
undermining the flimsy fabric of Europe. It is not impossible 
that the hope of recovering Alsace-Lorraine led France into the 
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mood of backing Russia’s adventurous Balkan policy. Italian 
irredentism was also responsible for the breach in the Triple 
Alliance, though it was not actually contributive to the War. 
Serb irredentism was infinitely more serious, and to understand 
its rise we must take another excursion into the affairs of the Dual 
Monarchy. 


Austria-Hungary and the South Slavs 

We have already noted the outworn texture of the Dual Mon¬ 
archy. Held together by the accident of a common sovereign and 
by the artificial tie of an omnipresent bn ream racy, this state, 
composed of eleven nationalities, was cbarly obsolete in the nine¬ 
teenth century. The anom dy is all the more glaring when we 
realize that the Dual Monarchy was a partnership of two actual 
minorities, the Germans in Austria and the Magyars in Hungary. 
Yet even the Germans and Magyars were by no means fond of 
each other, and the stability of the Dual Monarchy is to be ac¬ 
counted for by certain basic factors. In the first place, it had a 
logical economic unity if not political, for Austria was industrial 
and Hungary agricultural; they complemented each other to form 
an economic unit, and the Danube was the artery for both. In 
the second place, the two nations needed each other to constitute 
a Great Power, able to defend their common European interests. 
And in the third place, it was through this combination that they 
were able to hold the other nationalities down. To be sure, by 
the Law of Nationalities, passed at Deck’s influence as a supple¬ 
ment to the Ausgleich, all nationalities were accorded equal rights, 
but this act had always remained in Hungary a dead letter. From 
political and educational advantages as well as in all matters of 
policy Slovaks and Roumans were excluded for the benefit of the 
Magyars. In Austria, thanks to universal suffrage (granted in 
1907), Czechs, Poles, Ruthenians, Slovenes, Croats, Serbs, and 
Italians had a rather better position, and even in Hungary the 
Croats, as we have seen, enjoyed a limited autonomy, though it 
was steadily infringed upon by Hungary and was consequently 
precarious. Taken together, the Slovenes, Croats, and Serbs formed 
what was known as the Jugoslavs or Southern Slavs. Most of the 
Serbs were concentrated in Bosnia and Herzegovina (governed 
jointly by the two states) and it was the Bosniaks who were par¬ 
ticularly restive under alien rule. The Slovenes and Croats, being 
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Catholic, would normally prefer to remain in the Dual Monarchy, 
but Croat discontent had gained steadily and tended to drive this 
element into alliance with the Serbs, who were frankly separatist. 
The most explosive spot in the Dual Monarchy was Bosnia, which 
at times had to be placed under martial law. Such was one phase 
of the South Slav problem. The other concerns Serbia, the magnet 
of these Slavs. 


The Evolution of Panserbim 

The Serbs outside the Dual Monarchy were either scattered 
groups in the Ottoman Empire (before 1912) or lived in the two 
independent states of Serbia and Montenegro. Though they were 
normally under the patronage of Russia, Serbia under the later 
Obrenoviches had become pro-Austrian, sacrificing the national 
independence for relations which brought the country material 
gain. All this changed when the Obrenovich king was murdered 
in 1903 and Peter Karageorgevich came to the throne. Hence¬ 
forth Serbia was to be found in the Russian column. 

But the feud between Austria and Serbia rested on fundamental 
factors. Serbs, on the one hand, and Germans and Magyars, on 
the other, were ancient enemies, as border peoples often are, 
especially if there is territory in dispute; and the appropriation 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina with their million and a half Serbs 
had left in Serbia feelings of soreness which even Obrenovich rule 
could not efface. But the chief clue to the feud was to be found 
more in geography than in history. Serbia was a land-locked 
power, and her only practicable outlet lay through Austria- 
Hungary. This gave her powerful neighbor a lever for extorting 
economic concessions which were hardly to Serbia's interest. 
Serbia's chief commodity was pigs; and when in the hope of ending 
economic dependence she sought to open another route to foreign 
markets, she at once encountered resistance from Austria-Hungary, 
who denounced the existing commercial treaty between them, 
and for a time closed the frontier to Serbia's pigs. This commer¬ 
cial row is historically known as the “Pig War/' While it chiefly 
injured Serbia, it did react in a measure upon Austria-Hungary. 
As Professor Schmitt says, “The Serbian peasantry was convinced 
that Austria-Hungary stood in the way of their prosperity and 
they came to have for the [Dual] Monarchy feelings of the most 
bitter hatred," 
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Economic relations were still thorny when Austria annexed 
Bosnia and Herzegovina in 1908. We have discussed the crisis in 
its larger aspects, but it is worthy of note here that Aehrenthal 
had long cherished designs on Serbia, and when the crisis developed, 
he wrote of it as a “nest of revolution” which he was determined 
to snuff out. To Serbia the annexation was a bitter blow, for she 
had somehow hoped that sooner or later she would be able to 
acquire Bosnia and thus reach the Adriatic. She had no claim 
to it but that of nationality, but natioralism is generally a law 
unto itself, and the time had come to raise the issue squarely. 
The Serbs would gladly have fought Ujcf enemy and pinned their 
hopes on Russian intervention, but Russia could not fight, and 
when, instead, she counseled them to disarm, they had nothing 
to do but yield. Then Austria, rubbing it in, forced Serbia to 
promise formally to treat her in future as a friendly power; and 
a commercial treaty followed. Then three years later came the 
First Balkan War and Serbia had new cause for bitterness and 
hatred. When at last she had the window on the Adriatic actually 
in hand, Austria forbade her to retain it. But the war left her 
doubled in size and population, and one might say more than 
doubled in pride and ambition. Austria's day of reckoning would 
come, for so Russian diplomats had persistently assured her. 
When the Russian foreign minister was counseling moderation 
before the Second Balkan War, he said, “Serbia's promised land 
lies in the territory of Austria-Hungary. . . . Time is working for 
Serbia and for the destruction of her enemies, who already show 
clear signs of disintegration.” “The first round is won,” the 
Serbian premier was quoted as saying. “Now we must prepare 
for the second, against Austria.” 

There is no doubt that Austria herself thoroughly appreciated 
the danger. A danger seemingly routed in a frontal attack often 
quietly takes to subterranean channels where it soon becomes 
many times more deadly; and there was plenty of Serb propaganda 
at work on Austrian territory. There were two alternative ways 
of meeting the peril. One was to placate the Southern Slavs at 
home by erecting for them a kingdom of their own on a par with 
Austria and Hungary. Such a plan was ascribed to the crown 
prince, the Emperor's nephew, Francis Ferdinand, though it was 
bound to meet with the opposition of Hungary, who bitterly 
hated the heir apparent and resented any concessions to the Slavs. 
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The other defensive weapon was a deliberate thrust at Serbia. 
Urged on by the military clique, Count Berchtold, successor of 
Aehrenthal (who had died in 1912), planned to launch an attack 
upon Serbia during the Second Balkan War. Yet as Russia was 
certain to spring to Serbia’s aid, he felt himself obliged to consult 
his allies, and neither Germany nor Italy would countenance such 
an act. “ Should she [Austria-Hungary] iry to do this,” warned 
Bethmann-Hollweg, “it would mean a European war”; and the 
Italian foreign minister later remarked to an Austrian diplomat, 
“We shall hold you back by the coat-tails if necessary.” So 
Berchtold gave up the plan. But a few months later when Serbia 
had occupied a part of Albania (pending an adjustment of the 
frontier), he dispatched an ultimatum to Belgrade with the full 
approval of Germany. 1 Fortunately Russia held aloof, and the 
Serbs backed down, but the maneuver had been risky in the ex¬ 
treme. The only safe way to stop a petty Balkan quarrel was for 
the Central Powers to act in concert with Russia. In this case, as 
far as we know, no advances of any sort had been made to St. 
Petersburg. 

At all events there is no doubt that Austria felt that the integrity 
of the Empire was at stake. Serbia imagined herself a second 
Sardinia whose mission it was to unite the South Slav peoples. 
The Bosniaks were, of course, ready for anything and in 1910 
an attempt had been made on the life of the Austrian governor. 
There were also secret societies with headquarters at Belgrade, 
spreading the gospel of revolutionary Panserbism to the millions 
of Jugoslavs in the Dual Monarchy; and it is notable that one of 
these societies, the so-called “Black Hand” had already employed 
the weapon of assassination. Thus the dynasticism of the Haps- 
burgs was challenged by Panserbism. A situation was at hand so 
combustible that it only required a spark to produce an ex¬ 
plosion. 

But Europe itself was frantically plunging toward an abyss. 


1 “How often have I wondered,’* wrote the German ambassador to Vienna to his 
chief, in May, 1914, “ whether it is really worth while to tie ourselves up so tightly to 
this Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, which is creaking and cracking in every joint, 
and to go on painfully dragging it after us. But, as yet, I can see no other political 
combination that would compensate us for the loss of the! asset we still hold in our 
alliance With Austria-Hungary.” Unhappily for Germany, it was Austria that was 
doing Hie “dragging,” Germany had allowed herself to be steadily drawn into the 
fatal Austro-Serbian feud. In October, 1913 the Kaiser had gone So far aS to say to 
Berchtold, ‘*1 stand behind you and am ready to draw the sword if necessary,” 
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Preparations for War 

At the beginning of 1914 there were two defensive systems— 
the Triple Alliance and the Triple Entente. Italy, as we have 
seen, was only in name a member of the former. Great Britain, 
on the other hand, while not an ally of the Dual Alliance, had 
been drawn so close to France that circumstances might very well 
align her with both these powers in event of war. 

A policy begun under Lansdowne and followed by Grey was 
that of authorizing the British staffs (military and naval) to work 
out plans of common defense in collaboration with the French 
staffs, and later similar action was taken between the British and 
Belgian staffs. In November, 1912—probably as the result of the 
Agadir Crisis—France and Great Britain went so far as to agree 
(not through a treaty but by interchange of letters) that if either 
had reason to expect “an unprovoked attack by a third power,” 
they should “discuss” what measures they should “take in 
common.” More than that, as the result of much discussion the 
French navy took it upon itself to defend the common cause in 
the Mediterranean while the British navy assumed a like role for 
the Channel and the North Sea. This plan had originated with the 
British, since with the failure of Lord Haldane's effort (1912) to 
secure a naval truce with Germany, the British admiralty felt the 
need of amassing all its strength in the North Sea. But the sig¬ 
nificance of the step was not ignored. Since under the circum¬ 
stances Great Britain could hardly in decency allow the German 
navy to attack the northern coasts of France (and Grey admitted 
as muph to Russia), one can see that the Entente Cordiale had 
become in effect an alliance—a defensive alliance, it is true, but 
none the less an alliance. 

As far as personal factors go, the tightening of the Triple Entente 
was mostly due to Raymond Poincare, an able and masterful 
man, who became premier of France in January, 1912. For this 
reason and owing to the fact that he was a native of Lorraine and 
an ardent patriot (not to mention the dubious testimony of 
Izvolski) some writers have striven to prove that Poincar6 delib¬ 
erately plotted to bring about war for the restitution of Alsace- 
Lorraine. 1 It is true that despite his warning to Russia before 

1 For An incisive treatment of the thesis of Entente guilt, see Barnes, The Genesis 
of the World War, 
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the Balkan Wars that France would not be drawn into a Balkan 
imbroglio, he nevertheless took pains to assure her after the Balkan 
Wars that France could be counted upon to fulfill her obligations— 
an assurance possibly inspired by the fear that Russia might flirt 
with Germany (for Russia was none too trustworthy!). 1 It is 
also true that he labored hard to get Russia to increase her military 
efficiency; that he prompted a Fran co-Russian naval agreement; 
and that he persuaded Russia (to whom he confided the Anglo- 
French arrangements) to seek by negotiation a naval agreement 
with England. Yet none of such circumstantial evidence really 
proves that Poincares efforts were more than strictly defensive. 
He looked for a test of strength between the alliances, and, should 
such a crisis come, he determined that the Triple Entente should 
be thoroughly ready to meet it. 

Undoubtedly the Balkan Wars greatly increased the tension. 
The Austrian ultimatum, the Liman von Sanders mission, the 
anarchy in Albania were sufficient to make any diplomat jumpy; 
and in certain government circles the feeling almost amounted to 
hysteria. The specter of Panslavism, conjured up by the German 
chancellor, had readily brought the reiehstag to vote for greater 
armaments. In April, 1913, Germany raised her effective forces, 
and Austria did likewise. France and Russia then answered with 
Bimilar measures. Statesmen on both sides expected war, and 
frankly said so. Yet no oAe seemed to think of any solution but 
greater armaments. And meanwhile, army maneuvers, naval 
activity, and an atmosphere of haunting premonition! “The 
Central Powers,” said an Austrian diplomat, “cannot accept the 
Treaty of Bucharest as a definite settling of the Balkans; and 
nothing but a general war can bring about a suitable solution.” 
“We will go and fight with joy and confidence in our heart,” 
boasted the Kaiser in a public speech, “if it is necessary to defend 
what has been conquered.” “War with Germany,” wrote a 
Russian professor, “would be a misfortune, but one cannot escape 
from a bitter necessity when it is really necessary. Only possession 
of the Straits can end this intolerable situation, in which Russia's 

1 There was a strong pro-German faction at the Russian court, which may account 
for soma of the unsteadiness of Russian policy. The Potsdam Agreement of 1910-1 
had given France some disquietude, and neither France nor Great Britain was 
unaware of the instability of the Czar. It is not inconceivable that Poinoar6 de¬ 
liberately made the most of Russian exasperation against Germany k order to 
prevent all possible backsliding. 
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export trade can be stopped at any moment.” The fact that the 
French elections (May, 1914) revealed a pacifist reaction m that 
country or that France and Great Britain were giving their ap¬ 
proval to the Bagdad Railway enterprise could not somehow 
counterweigh the feverish drilling, the wild talk, the spasms of 
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official nerves. “It is militarism run stark mad,” observed an 
American sojourner in Europe. 

If we look back upon the history of the last ten years we find The question 
that France, Russia, and Great Britain begrudged Germany oppor- 
tunities of expansion, partly because of a natural misunderstanding 
of German militarism, partly because of the pressure of their own 
economic interest?, which they were steadily promoting. On the 
other hand, Germany and Austria inspired by founded vanity 
or fear, were rather more ready to play with fire, more guilty 
thta their rivals of forcing crises. The result of all this was the 
division of Europe into two mutually suspicious armed camps, 
neither of which was willing to give way to the other, should an 
unusually difficult crisis ever arise. For the general public mil* 
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itarism was largely a cover for fear, and even an act of aggression 
would be viewed by the nation concerned as no more than one 
of defense. But when diplomats themselves disagreed as to what 
jwas “aggression” and talked glibly of “preventive wars,” one 
imay wonder whether anything under Heaven could have averted 
the coming crash. Politically Europe was in anarchy, and it was 
for that reason that militarism, imperialism, and irredentism could 
combine to produce the greatest war in history. 
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The Great War was the greatest convulsion that has shaken 
the world sinoe the French Revolution, and in many respects it 
was a revolution itself, as we shall observe. It was a conflict de¬ 
manding greater mobilization of human effort and greater demands 
upon science than any previous European struggle, and was 
largely a test of endurance. Primarily it was a trial of strength 
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between two rival systems of European powers, but so many 
nations were drawn in that it became eventually world-wide in 
scope. Nationalism had done its worst. Europe, as we have seen, 
had become a tinder-box of hatred and suspicion, and when the 
Austro-Serbian feud had come to the point of actual war, there 
was little hope of averting a general conflict. We must first con¬ 
sider the crisis which arose out of the tragedy of Sarajevo and the 
circumstances which steadily and in spite of the real desires of the 
powers concerned led straight to a general wer. 

The Sarajevo Crisis and the Outbreak of War 

On June 28, 1914 the Archduke Francis Ferdinand and his 
morganatic wife, the Countess of Hohenberg, were shot and killed 
as they were riding through the streets of Sarajevo, the capital 
of Bosnia. The murder was the act of a Bosniak who had been 
furnished arms by a member of the “Black Hand,” who was in 
turn an agent of a high Serbian official who belonged to that 
society. The Archduke had been warned not to go to Sarajevo 
at this time, and the date of his official visit had coincided with 
the Serbian national holiday, but he was a headstrong and fearless 
man, and he would make no alteration of his plan. It will be re¬ 
called that Francis Ferdinand was the statesman credited with 
the plan of placating the Jugoslavs of the Dual Monarchy, and 
he was thus, in the event of the aged Emperor’s death, a major 
obstacle in the path of Panserbism. 

The shock which this murder brought to the European govern¬ 
ments was terrific. Now at last had come the climax of that bitter 
neighborhood feud, and no one doubted that Austria would take 
summary measures. In general, European opinion was sympa¬ 
thetic. So atrocious an act seemed less pardonable even than war, 
and it was not forgotten that assassination had been all too com¬ 
mon as a political instrument in Serbia. There is evidence to 
show—though it was not known until long afterward—that the 
Serbian government itself had long known of the plot hatched by 
the“ Black Hand ” to kill the Archduke, and had taken insufficient 
precautions to stop it, the reason probably being that the position 
of the ministers depended on the result of a coming parliamentary 
election and to take drastic steps against the “Black Hand” 
might have turned an inflamed opinion decisively against them. 
It is true that an unofficial warning was transmitted to Vienna 
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that Bosnia was not at that time a safe place for the Archduke to 
visit, but nothing whatever was said of an actual plot, and though 
it might have behooved the Austrian government to follow this 
leader and insist on fuller particulars, the fact remains that the 
premier of Serbia and some of his colleagues knew that assassins 
had crossed the frontier, and that even then the truth was not 
communicated to Vienna. 

In any case Austria believed that Serbia was officially responsible 
and resolved to act accordingly. 'T hat h( r action was long delayed, 
that almost a month passed between the murder and the fatal 
ultimatum was due to a number of cam es. The first (though this 
consumed less than a week) was the necessity of assuring herself 
that Germany would stand by her in the event that her action 
should lead to war and that Russia should intervene. Information 
that the German ambassador to Vienna had counseled moderation 
drew from the Kaiser the comment, “Now or never I . . . The 
Serbs must be finished up with, and right soon!” When Berchtold 
dispatched a special envoy to Berlin on behalf of the Emperor- 
King, it took Germany little time to show her colors. After assur¬ 
ing themselves that the army and the navy wore in readiness for 
any emergency, the Kaiser and Bethmann-Hollw r eg declared to 
Austria that Germany would be ready to fulfill her pledges as an 
ally even if action against Serbia should lead to war with Russia. 
In the meantime Austria was investigating the murder—a task 
which occupied some time—though the evidence collected was not 
directly incriminating to Serbia. Another difficulty was the reluc¬ 
tance of the Hungarian premier to consent to drastic measures, and 
he did not give his approval till July 14. A possible fourth reason 
for Austria’s pause was a deliberate plan of waiting until Poincar6, 
who was then at St. Petersburg, should have departed for home. 
With the president of France (and the premier, too, for that 
matter) on the sea for a day or more the Entente would be less 
able to concert measures for meeting the crisis which Austrian 
action could be expected to produce. 1 There was, however, little 
doubt of the character of the coming ultimatum, and Germany 
—despite the stupid lies of her foreign minister—was well aware 

1 Berchtold himself gave Poincare’s presence in St. Petersburg as a reason for 
delay, but he put it on the ground that to launch the ultimatum at the time when 
the President of France was being f&ted by the Czar might be viewed as a “political 
affront.” What—if anything—was in the back of Berchtold’s mind is purely a 
matter of conjecture. 
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of its nature several days before it was sent and knew its exact 
contents the day after. She could easily have prevented its dis¬ 
patch seeing that Austria was dependent on German support; 
but she preferred to let her ally force the issue. Whether she felt 
that if war must come eventually this was a better moment than 
some years later when the Entente would perhaps be stronger is a 
debatable question. She did not, at any rate, mean to let Austria 
slowly disintegrate from nationalist disorders. Hence she took the 
position—broadly speaking, indefensible, of course—that the 
struggle should be localized to Austria and Serbia. But her famous 
blank check was a fatal move, w T hich none of the subsequent events 
was able to overcome. 

On July 23 Austria issued her ultimatum to Serbia—a com¬ 
munication so sweeping in its demands, so brusquely worded, and 
allowing so short a time (forty-eight hours) for reply that there 
could hardly be any doubt that it was meant to provoke war. 
“Russia cannot accept it,” commented Francis Joseph when he 
read it, “it will be a big war.” Serbia's reply was unexpectedly 
conciliatory, though she balked at one demand that would have 
compromised her sovereignty, and, rightly sensing Austria's in¬ 
tentions, began to mobilize. Austria, of course, rejected the Serbian 
reply, withdrew her minister from Belgrade, and on July 28 de¬ 
clared war. But in these intervening days some efforts had been 
made to avert the storm. Russia tried in vain to get the time al¬ 
lowed Serbia lengthened in order that the matter might be dis¬ 
cussed, and Grey made various proposals for composing the 
quarrel—without getting much support from any of the powers. 
The Kaiser had expressed himself as gratified with the Serbian 
reply, and though Grey's maneuvers nettled him (“Grey must be 
told very sincerely and plainly that I won't stand any nonsense; 
Grey makes the mistake of putting Serbia on the level with other 
powers”), this harassed and excited ruler had certainly a genuine 
horror of the possibility of war. But the issue had already been 
decided. As Germany had given Austria carte blanche , and Austria 
had made up her mind to smash Panserbism for good, the moments 
were fast getting beyond the point where peace was possible. With 
the outbreak of war on the Danube, the crisis became immeasurably 
more acute. 

There is much in the succeeding days that is still the subject of 
controversy. Had Russia the right to interfere (she made it per- 
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fectly clear that she would not allow Serbia to be crushed) just 
because her predominance in the Balkans might be forfeited to the 
Central Powers? And if she had no moral right to meddle, were 
the Central Powers, nevertheless, justified in acting in a way 
which they knew would involve her and bring on war? Did Ger¬ 
many's subsequent efforts to hold Austria back impress the latter 
as sincere? It is evident that a sudden fear that Great Britain 
might side with their rivals moved Germany to back-step, and 
even Berchtold finally deigned to parley a little with Russia. 
But by this time the Russian general mooilization had brought the 
military party at Berlin into the ascendant. Again, did the Rus¬ 
sian mobilization (at fi r st only a partial mobilization and employed 
as a club on Austria) amount to the beginning of war, or did the 
German ultimatum of July 31, demanding demobilization within 
twelve hours force the conflict? With respect to the Russian 
mobilization, which for tactical reasons became general mobiliza¬ 
tion on July 30, it is now known that the French and Russian 
staffs considered this act as “meaning war"; yet the Czar tele¬ 
graphed to William promising on his word of honor not to move a 
man across the frontier as long as negotiations with Austria con¬ 
tinued. It was Germany who finally took the formal step of de¬ 
claring war on August 1. 

It is impracticable within the proper limits of this book to try 
to settle these points, but in any case it is rather doubtful if such 
an exercise is profitable. A few facts stand out clear and make it 
hardly worth while to try to individualize responsibility. In the 
first place, while none of the leading powers really wanted a general 
war, neither the Triple Entente nor the Central Powers were will¬ 
ing, after the Austrian ultimatum, to accept a diplomatic defeat 
even though to avoid it meant war. Secondly, the strain of these 
nine or ten days was so overwhelming and the confusion of pro¬ 
posals, counter-proposals, telegrams, and so on was so great that 
the diplomats who held the fate of Europe in their hands could 
hardly have avoided some hasty judgments and faulty decisions. 
Finally, if war had become inevitable, as all the governments came 
more and more to believe, the question of keeping the peace then 
languished in importance before the question of what advantages 
should be snatched before formal hostilities should commence. 
Hence, the furious pressure of the military staffs at St. Petersburg 
and Berlin and their final and fatal command of the situation. It 
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* seems clear that in Russian circles the Czar alone still hoped for 
peace on July 30. Bethmann-Hollweg gave up hope the following 
day. Now if war was bound to come, Germany was anxious to 
crush France before Russia was completely ready, for it was as¬ 
sumed that the latter’s mobilization would occupy several weeks. 
“We could not/’ wrote Bethmann-Hollweg on July 31, “wait 
quietly to see whether counsels of prudence would prevail at 
St. Petersburg, while Russian mobilization continued in full 
swing, as this would involve our being completely outstripped in 
military preparations.” Equally well, of course, Russia felt that 
unless she had a good start on her adversaries, she could not ac¬ 
cord sufficient aid to France when the clash of arms commenced. 
There is, it is true, some ground for suspecting that even Russia’s 
partial mobilization, thoroughly approved by France and Great 
Britain, was merely a cover from the start to enable Russia to 
begin the war (provided it came) under less serious disadvantage. 

The fundamental factors, are, in fact, much more potent than 
the immediate considerations. Austria-Hungary, though an ob¬ 
solete state, was fighting for her life against Serb irredentism. 
The opposing systems in Europe had staked so much on supremacy 
in the Balkans, and nationalism in the large had become so in¬ 
temperate, so suspicious, and so full of frenzied fear that one may 
doubt if the various diplomats at the helm, second-rate men all of 
them, had really much chance of averting the crash. Probably no 
war in history has been so nearly inevitable as this one. And no 
war has engulfed so many nations. 

The Widening of the War 

fhe Great A war between Russia and the Central Powers was bound to 
Xtownin involve France, who had so firmly backed her ally in all these 
recent events. Assuming this to be true, Germany dispatched an 
France ultimatum to Paris the same day (July 31) that she sent one to 
Russia, inquiring whether France would remain neutral in event 
of war, and, if so, demanding that she hand over at once two 
fortresses as a gauge of her neutrality. This silly demand was 
properly ignored. There was, at any rate, no hope of averting war. 
France began to mobilize on August 1 (the day after Germany’s 
mobilization), and two days later Germany declared war. 

The enigmatical factor was Great Britain. There was no doubt 
of Grey’s sympathy with the Dual Alliance; but the cabinet was 
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divided, some of them not being at all in favor of war on behalf of 
France; and the temper of public opinion was also uncertain. It is 
possible that Great Britain, by threatening to support her friends 
in event of war, might in that way have prevented the tragic 
climax (though obviously at the cost of the Central Powers, who 
would most likely have sought revenge at the earliest opportunity). 
But Grey was not a daring soul and not a bluffer either. It was 
more typical of British character to act in a difficult crisis with 
circumspection. Meanwhile France had taken the precaution to 
hold her troops at a certain distance from the frontier in order to 
avoid a possible “ incident ” that might be construed as showing 
the French as the aggiessors. On August 2 the British government 
gave assurance that it would protect the French coasts—this in 
accordance with the agreement of 1912. Yet the French were still 
in doubt of the final outcome, and the greatest anxiety prevailed 
at Paris. 

It was not, indeed, France but Belgium that proved the lever 
which brought Great Britain into the war. It became evident to 
the British that Germany intended to march through Belgium, 
and, in fact, on August 2 Germany had sent an ultimatum, de¬ 
manding of Belgium the right of transit through her territories, 
making it clear that she would go through in any event. King 
Albert appealed to Great Britain on the following day, but already 
London had heard of the ultimatum, and on August 4, in pursuance 
of a decision of the cabinet the previous evening, the British am¬ 
bassador to Berlin handed to the German government an ulti¬ 
matum requesting a promise to respect Belgian neutrality within 
twelve hours. As the German army had actually entered Belgium 
on the 3rd, the die had been cast already. Bethmann-Hollweg, 
greatly excited at being faced with the actual fact of a breach with 
Great Britain, lamented that the latter should allow a “ scrap of 
paper ” (the Belgian neutrality' treaty) to come between two 
kindred nations. The expression was most unfortunate for the 
Germans, for they never heard the last of this cynical appraisal of 
a treaty. Recall of the British ambassador on August 4 meant a 
declaration of war. With public opinion the wanton attack on 
Belgium had been decisive. With the government the prevailing 
argument was probably the fact that Germany, once in Belgium, 
might remain. British policy had never permitted a strong power 
to hold this position. It was the old question of the balance of 
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power with Belgium as its axis. In Paris the relief which finally 
came with the end of suspense can well be understood. 

The intervention of Great Britain was a nominal excuse for that 
of her ally, Japan; and the British government, after some hesita¬ 
tion, appealed to Japan on the basis of that alliance. As a matter 
of fact, the British, with their supremacy on the sea, were not in 
any danger from German attack in the F^r East; but Japan had 
nothing to lose and everything to gain by heeding such a request. 
The memory of Germany’s action in 1895 when the latter had 
joined with the Dual Alliance in preventing her from harvesting 
the whole fruitage of the war with China was no doubt a factor 
that had considerable weight at Tokio. Still more important was 
the chance to fall heir to Germany’s posvsessions in the Far East. 
On August 15 she deliverc d an ultimatum to Germany, demanding 
the leasehold of Kiaochow with a view to its “eventual restora¬ 
tion” to China. As Germany made no reply, Japan declared war 
on August 23. The War had now extended to the Pacific. 

Intervention in the War for the purpose of acquiring some of 
Germany’s holdings in the Far East was one way in which this 
dexterous and astute power made use of the world crisis. Another 
way was the coercion of China, to whom Japan presented in 1915 
an ultimatum demanding concessions which in effect would have 
made China little less than a protectorate of her powerful neigh¬ 
bor. Thanks to the pressure of Great Britain and the United 
States, Japan moderated considerably her demands, but she 
bagged enormous economic gains; and her attitude toward the 
War was always something of a puzzle. She plucked her prizes at 
small cost, and was always suspected of playing a waiting game— 
not wholly impervious to German influences. 1 

The Case of Italy was markedly different from that of the powers 
which had first been involved in the War. Her security was not 
menaced by any act of any power, and though it was no surprise 
that she declined to regard the War as defensive on the part of her 
allies and accordingly refused to join them, there was no imperative 

1 The mask was somewhat lifted in 1917 when she intimated that her services 
must receive explicit reward; and accordingly France and Great Britain secretly 
promised her by treaty Germany’s leasehold and economic rights in Shantung, as 
well as the German islands south of the Equator (Great Britain was to receive the 
islands north of the Equator). In November of the same year the United States 
went still further, and acknowledged that Japan because of “geographical pro¬ 
pinquity” possessed “special interests” in China. This convention, though later 
abrogated, was singularly out of harmony with American policy in the Far East. 
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reason why she should enter the lists against them. Her attitude 
was fairly stated by her premier who defined his country's policy 
as one of “sacred egoism” (sacred, of course, according to the holy 
religion of nationalism!). Nicely covered by her contradictory 
position in European politics, she was able to adopt the easy r61e 
of neutrality. Yet Italy readily saw that the chance had come—by 
skillful bargaining with both sides—to realize her nationalist as¬ 
pirations, and that if she stayed out of the War, her position might 
be difficult when it ended, amounting perhaps to isolation. True, 
she waited nearly nine mouths before taking the plunge, and in 
the meantime had the experience of being besieged by both sides— 
the Central Powers for the purchase uf her continued neutrality, 
the Entente for an alliance end consequent entrance into the War. 
But there was scarcely any doubt as to the quarter that would 
promise her the greater loot. Only by joining the Entente could 
she acquire both the Trentino and Trieste, though Austria, under 
persistent pressure from Germany, was finally willing to part with 
part of the former. While the King and some of the socialists were 
rather disposed to keep out of the War, public opinion, if nothing 
else, pushed her steadily to the precipice, and on May 30, after 
driving an excellent bargain with the Entente, she broke with her 
former allies and entered the war. The action of Italy meant the 
participation of all the Great Powers of the Old World in the War. 

For the attitude of the minor powers we must travel back a little. 
Belgium had virtually been forced into the War, as has been 
noticed; and Montenegro had voluntarily thrown in her lot with 
Serbia. It seemed to be a foregone conclusion that Turkey would 
enter the War, on the side of the Central Powers. German influence 
was predominant at Constantinople, and the Turks were really 
nothing but tools in Germany's hands. On August 2 a secret al¬ 
liance was signed with Berlin and was apparently never discovered 
by the Entente until Turkey had finally acted. But the Turks 
were in no hurry. They waited for a while to see how the struggle 
proceeded and meanwhile ventured to repudiate the Capitulations 
—which, of course, affected Germany, as well as other foreign 
states. Finally, after conclusive evidence had been given of its 
partisanship toward Germany, the Porte came to blows with the 
Allies late in September, 1914. 

The attitude of the other Balkan states was for a time uncertain. 
It was hardly to be supposed that they would keep out of a war in 
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Boumania 


which they might hope for territorial aggrandizement, but the 
people of the Balkan peninsula are pastmasters in the art of bar¬ 
gaining, and it was practically a question of which of the opposing 
camps could offer them the more. Much effort was expended by 
the Allies to secure Bulgaria, and since that power was much cast 
down by the Treaty of Bucharest, the Allied diplomats strove to 
induce Serbia and Greece to disgorge some of the gains made at 
Bulgaria's expense. Serbia was, of course, in too much peril to re¬ 
ject such a proposal entirely, but Greece, for reasons we shall note 
presently, flatly refused. An Allied expedition to force the Dar¬ 
danelles was partly designed to influence the wavering Balkan 
states (so also, the sending of an army to Saloniki later on), but the 
failure of this attack on Constantinople had naturally the reverse 
effect. It must be realized, too, that the Central Powers had been 
promising even greater gains to Bulgaria, and thus the crafty 
Ferdinand was able to threaten and haggle to his heart's content. 
Impressed by the collapse of the Russian army and convinced that 
the Central Powers would triumph in the War, Bulgaria finally 
made her choice, and joined the Central Powers in October, 1915. 
Thus the way to the Persian Gulf for German imperialism remained 
secure. 

Roumania hesitated much longer. Though secretly in alliance 
with the Central Powers, the Roumanian ministry on learning of 
the treaty flatly refused to consider it binding, and neutrality was 
formally declared on August 4, 1914. Roumania's situation was 
complicated by the fact that her irredentist aims required the 
cession of Transylvania from Hungary, on the one hand, and most 
of Bessarabia from Russia on the other. Yet this very fact that 
she had grievances against both contestants gave her an excellent 
chance to bargain. There seemed little doubt that she meant to 
enter the War as a priceless opportunity of aggrandizement, and 
that Roumanian opinion was in general on the side of the Allies. 
But it took some time to gain from these powers the promise of as 
much of Hungary as she wanted, since, in default of Bessarabia, 
she expected even territory peopled by Slavs, and another cause 
for her long hesitation was uncertainty as to the outcome of the 
Wat Finally, in August, 1916, after extorting the promises she 
wanted, she made her decision and entered tne War on the side 
of the Allies. 

The attitude erf Greece was for a long time equivocal, and so 
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much pressure was exerted by both sides (amounting at times to Greece 
direct attacks on her neutrality) that it is somewhat difficult to 
judge of Greek opinion. King Constantine, a brother-in-law of the 
Kaiser, was apparently pro-German in sympathy, and, believing 
that the Central Powers would win, he desired to preserve, at 
least for a time, a cautious neutrality until perhaps a favorable 
moment should come for action. His prime minister, Venizelos, 
however, was insistent that the surest way of fulfilling Greek am¬ 
bition to get the Turkish islands peopled by Greeks as well as the 
Greek-inhabited coasts of Asia Minor was for Greece to enter the 
War in the service of the Allies. Apparently Greek opinion was 
with him (at least at first), and it was on his initiative that the 
Allies sent their army to Sa’oniki—an act by which Greece com¬ 
promised her neutrality. But the King forced Venizelos to resign, 
and though he could not, of course, get rid of the Allied forces, the 
uncertainty of his attitude quite paralyzed their action. When the 
struggle between the belligerents to win Greece became more in¬ 
tense and Greek opinion became hopelessly divided, Venizelos 
finally headed a revolt against Constantine, and as the result of a 
wanton attack on the city of Athens by the French fleet the King 
was forcibly deposed and Greece definitely threw in her lot with 
the Allies in the summer of 1917. 

One more minor European state had meanwhile entered the other atatee 
War, and that was Portugal—on the basis of an old treaty alliance 
with Great Britain. But other belligerents appeared on other con¬ 
tinents. An invitation of the United States to all neutrals to break 
with Germany secured a favorable response from China and Siam 
in Asia, from Liberia in Africa, and from numerous Latin American 
states. There were twenty-seven belligerents in all, though China 
contributed nothing but coolies to work in the Allied trenches, and 
the hostility of the other minor states outside of Europe was hardly 
more than formal, except for the confiscation of German property 
within their borders. The circumstances which brought America 
into the War must now be treated. 

That the leading power of the New World would be drawn into The inter - 
the struggle was hardly a foregone conclusion. It is true that the ^United 
United States had become a world power—the result, very largely, state * 
of the War with Spain, which an inflamed public opinion had 
forced upon the government. It is also true that under President 
Theodore Roosevelt the United States had played a conspicuous 
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The United rdle at certain times in world affairs and that imperialistic interests 
world power had received additional impetus. But as long as Spain had still 
ownea colonies in the Western Hemisphere she had been viewed 
by the United States as a neighbor power, whereas the European 
Factors War seemed to belong to a different world. And fundamentally 
awidarlr Americans are an insular people. Comparatively few travel to 
of war Europe, and the resources of the country are so boundless that 
opinion does not look very often beyond its borders. It was just 
because the struggle seemed so remote that it could be viewed with 
considerable detachment, as an affair which had no claim on 
American patriotism. Hence the ordinary observer reacted to it in 
accordance with his moral sense or according as he happened to 
feel a strong bond of kinship with one of the belligerents. At the 
outset of the War the northeastern corner of the United States 
(New England and some of the Middle Atlantic States) was much 
inflamed over the occupation of Belgium as a peculiarly wanton 
example of brute force; yet even in this region the press carefully 
avoided any suggestion that America should intervene. On the 
other hand, interest in the struggle was very keen, and partisanship 
was natural. The large Germanic element in the United States 
was much embittered by the growing criticism of Germany (due 
partly to the success of Allied propaganda) and the Irish-Americans 
constantly voiced their hatred of England. At most, then, it was a 
nation with a divided heart. In general, it was a nation not willing 
to be drawn into a distant war. The fact that patriotism, usually 
so blind and unreasonable, could even suffer the loss of American 
lives and American ships without a nation-wide explosion of in¬ 
dignation is a very curious paradox of modern history, and pos¬ 
sibly proves that the American people are not really nationally 
minded. The fact that a president of the United States protested 
to both sides against infractions of her neutrality was apparently 
sufficient solace for most of her citizens. Moreover, Woodrow 
Wilson himself, who had been elected in 1912 on a platform of 
internal reform, was very anxious to avoid external distractions; 
and though he did get himself involved in a measure with Mexico, 
this very fact confirmed his resolution to keep his country out of 
the struggle in Europe. Thus he immediately declared the neu¬ 
trality of the United States, and counseled his countrymen to “act 
and speak in the true spirit of neutrality.” 

Not wanting war, the public looked to Woodrow Wilson to 
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manage somehow to keep the country at peace, and though this Character 
statesman was bitterly criticized by the partisans of both sides, “^Wilton " 
the sense of the nation as a whole was that Wilson should avoid 
war at almost any cost. Wilson was a man of whose merits as a 
statesman there is much diversity of opinion. Trained in univer¬ 
sity circles, his mind was academic in its view of public questions 
and slow to comprehend the stark realities of a situation. He was 
at the same time rather stubborn and autocratic , as strong char¬ 
acters are wont to be, and inclined to be unreceptive of the opin¬ 
ions ventured by others. Naturally of a rather retiring tempera¬ 
ment, and inclined to distrust the professional politician, he relied 
greatly on the judgmem of a personal friend, E. M. House, to whom 
he twice confided the missvn of visiting Europe in order to gain 
an understanding of the situation. Such a procedure was somewhat 
novel and rather contrary to the spirit of the constitution, as 
House was not an official and consequently not accountable to the 
senate or even to the department of state; but the experiment per¬ 
haps exemplified the scholarly training of Wilson and also his 
tendency to mental isolation. He was never the good “mixer” that 
Roosevelt had been, though, possessed of the happy faculty of 
phrasing his views in attractive language, he was at times able to 
stir the popular mind. Had he been something of a demagogue, 
he might perhaps have proved a more effective leader in a country 
where democracy was largely personal in application. But after all, 
his policy regarding the War was strictly negative. When Great 
Britain, ext/ending the blockade, infringed on American rights, he 
penned a note of protest; when Germany sank American ships, he 
did likewise. He had too much respect for the dignity of the 
United States to brook these things in silence. But he meant to 
have no war if it could be avoided by the pen, and he rested 
America’s case on a strictly legal basis. He was also dispassionate 
enough to believe that neither side could wisely win decisively— 
hence his much-criticized plea for a “peace without victory”— 
and it is probable that he hoped that the United States by re¬ 
maining neutral would be able to become the arbiter of peace 
when the War was ended. It is hardly to be denied that Wilson 
was a man always moved by what he felt to be just and right, and 
that high moral principles had usually much more weight with 
him than temporary expediency. 

Wilson did not bring his policy to the point of war until he had 
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The exhausted every resource. The struggle was really so desperate 

intSmwtion that the rights of a neutral power were respected by neither side. 

The British government, convinced that Wilson would never even 
in a pinch make war on the Allies, practically cut off all inter¬ 
course with Germany and positively refused to consider any of 
Wilson’s reasonable efforts to find a middle ground that would 
enable the Germans to moderate their submarine warfare. The 
Germans, on the other hand, while really no more defiant of 
American neutrality than the British, were responsible for the loss 
of American lives—a fact of more serious consequence than losses 
of profits or property. The sinking of the British liner, Lusitania 
(May 7, 1916), though it was carrying munitions of war, and 
though the act was disavowed by the German government, in¬ 
volved the death of more than a hundred American citizens and 
reacted very unfavorably on American opinion. Even then, how¬ 
ever, there were few who demanded war; and it is to be noted that 
as late as 1916 Wilson won his re-election to the presidency on the 
specious plea that he had “kept us out of war.” Germany took 
this as a sign that America was for peace at any price, quite re¬ 
gardless of the fact that Wilson had become convinced—rather 
tardily, it is true—that his country must be prepared for any 
emergency, and that important steps had been taken to strengthen 
the army. 

The breach That war finally came was due to the questionable policy of the 
German government, which took too little account of the sus¬ 
ceptibilities of the American people and drove a peace-loving 
president into an enemy against his will. All along Germany had 
chafed under the fact that the Allies alone (having command of 
the sea) were able to buy munitions of war in America, and it was 
partly for that reason that her submarines were so active. Efforts 
were also made to blow up munition factories, and the Austrian 
ambassador was so involved in these conspiracies that he had to be 
recalled when the truth became known. In January, 1917, despite 
a pledge to the contrary (following the Lusitania incident) Ger¬ 
many renewed her unrestricted submarine warfare—resulting in 
the deaths of more Americans—and during the tension that 
naturally followed a plot of the German government to incite 
Mexico to attack the United States was unearthed by the British 
intelligence servicer In April, 1917, Wilson requested Congress to 
support a declaration of war, and it did so without delay* At the 
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last Wilson was much cast down, for he had reached his final 
decision in a spirit almost of despair. “It is a fearful thing,” 
he said, “to lead this great peaceful people into the most terrible 
and disastrous of all wars, civilization itself seeming to be in 
the balance.” The submarine warfare was in his opinion “a war 
against humanity,” and though he acquitted the German people 
of responsibility, he felt that the German government must be 
humbled. 

There was no flinching of American opinion when the crisis The 
came, for nearly everyone seemed now to feel that war was un- J/7Sn 
avoidable. Those bankers who had loaned money to the Allies votnotiem 
were probably relieved, since, without an Allied victory, it was 
questionable whether the d«'hts could ever be paid. But most of 
the nation were rather in the position of having been dragged into 
the war by the course of events. Inasmuch as it was now necessary 
to find a high moral purpose for such action, Wilson trumpeted 
intervention as a veritable crusade—“The World must be made 
safe for democracy!” From now on American opinion accepted 
without question the view that Germany was a menace to civiliza¬ 
tion and that the struggle was a holy war. But the conflict had 
been raging for nearly three years before America entered, and we 
must now go back and ascertain its character. 

Preliminary Survey of the Great War 

It had been anticipated that the progress of invention in all General 
things concerned with the handling and equipment of armies Ih/war ^ 
would make a great war in the twentieth century very different 
from any previous struggle in history. Neither the Russo-Japanese 
War nor the Turco-Italian War had possessed the complexity or 
intensity of this conflict; neither had so taxed the faculties of men. 

An historian of the period, Professor Slosson, has pointed out how 
much more exacting was this struggle than previous European 
wars. The recruitment of civilians for auxiliary work—whether 
as dentists to mend shattered jaws, or artists to design camouflage, 
or censors to examine civilian correspondence, or writers to make 
a business of propaganda to influence neutral countries, or the 
men of the Y.M.C.A. and kindred organizations to relieve with a 
little joy the grinding drudgery of the trenches—such were some 
of the various services cheerfully rendered by non-combatants in 
the War. “Civilian life as such,” writes Slosson, “practically dis- 





A SHORT HISTORY OF MODERN EUROPE 


appeared. There were strictly military activities, such as fighting 
and nursing the wounded and there were sub-military activities 
such as agriculture, manufacturing, transportation, and commerce; 
but all were directed by order of the government to definite ends,” 
In a large number of cases governments directly regulated the eco¬ 
nomic life and restricted the intellectual and moral freedom of 
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their citizens, though in this respect, of course, the precedent had 
been set in earlier struggles. In some respects also science had 
done much to facilitate the conduct of a great war. The use of the 
field telephone and of wireless telegraphy and the importance of 
aircraft for scouting are but a few examples. But also in some 
respects science had rendered war considerably more terrible. 
Artillery was more devastating in its force and effect than ever 
before and the use of poisonous gases and of the submarine con¬ 
tributed new horrors. In the suffering which the Great War brought 
upon civilians one needs to liken it more to the wars of the seven¬ 
teenth century than to those of the eighteenth and nineteenth. 
0ne is also impressed with the fact that armies were not as mobile 
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as they had been in Napoleon's time. When the struggle was most 
intense, as on the western front, it was largely a war of sieges. 
Stretched along in miles upon miles of trenches, armies dug them¬ 
selves in and protected themselves with barriers such as sandbags 
and barbed-wire entanglements, then occasionally made a frontal 
attack under a screen of artillery fire, gaining perhaps a few yards, 
making a sort of dent in the enemy's lines, and usually at a ter¬ 
rific cost of life. There was little outflanking, as in Napoleon's day. 
It was more like a terrific but long-drawn-out concussion in which 
the weightier antagonist would win. 

At the outset the advantage clearly lay with the Central Powers, 
Next to Russia, Germany possessed the largest army, and it is 
generally conceded that it was also the best equipped. There 
were no guns in the beginning which equalled those of the Germans 
in weight, precision, or length of range, and in no other army were 
the soldiers' numerous needs so completely provided for. While 
it may be true that the small British army was on the whole the 
best trained (though the assertion is not unchallenged), it was the 
German host which possessed most co-ordination, and could move 
as a great machine, every one of whose parts was in place. Pro¬ 
vided the issue could be fought out in a few months, this army 
would almost certainly win. But if the War were prolonged, then 
the greater material resources and man power of the Allies would 
be decisive. For Germany, the loss of her sea-borne trade, and the 
consequent inability to supply her primary needs after existing re¬ 
serves had been depleted, due to the fact that superior sea power 
lay with the Allies, would tend to make such a struggle increasingly 
exhausting. But it would be long before the Allies would surmount 
their initial handicaps. Germany had probably the best system 
of railways for military purposes, and had the opportunity of 
operating on interior lines; with her central position she could shift 
troops back and forth from the eastern to the western or the 
western to the eastern front, as expediency seemed to demand. 
France and Great Britain could not easily communicate with 
Russia, and there was little co-operation between them. Germany 
had also the advantage of greater unity of command. Whereas 
there was much jealousy between the French and British and a 
tendency on the part of the governments to enforce their re¬ 
spective conceptions of strategy, Germany was so indisputably 
the leader of the Central Powers that her plans of co-ordination 
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were practically unquestioned, and, in contrast to France and 
Great Britain, the high command in Germany was practically 
immune from civilian interference. In the matter of generalship, 
as displayed by the opposing staffs, there is probably little choice 
between them, and if we except a few commanders such as Ferdi¬ 
nand Foch, one is impressed more by the blunders that were com¬ 
mitted than with any examples of exceptional brilliance. When it 
comes to the fighting qualities of the troops comparison is not easy. 
The German soldier had hardly the initiative of the French, though 
much more intelligence than the docile and downtrodden Russian. 
In the French army there was a fine camaraderie between officers 
and men, the like of which was probably not existent in any other, 
and the French soldier is always exceptionally daring on the of¬ 
fensive. But the morale of all the armies was generally good. That 
of the Germans was perhaps more easily sustained because they 
held a margin of victory for so long and were fighting in the ene¬ 
my^ country. It was for this very reason that the fortitude of the 
Allies deserves unstinted praise. Under the influence of defeat the 
Germans showed up less well. As to the spirit of the nations as a 
whole, there is again little choice to be made between them except 
that in Austria-Hungary some of the Slavic nationalities were 
decidedly lukewarm and Great Britain had her troubles with the 
Irish. But the great goddess, Patriotism, had generally little 
occasion for complaint. No doubt at the beginning of the War 
both sides felt keyed up to what they regarded as a struggle 
for existence. Just as the Germans solemnly believed that they 
were fighting in self-defense against Russian barbarism and 
British greed, so the Allies were convinced that Germany had 
wished to dominate the world and had brought on war deliberately 
to achieve that end. Such obsessions had been very common 
since war had ceased to be an affair exclusively of monarchs, and 
there is nothing that better proves the instability of public 
opinion. As a rule, of course, the thesis of the enemy's guilt was 
deliberately taught or fostered by the governments themselves— 
partly from conviction, partly from the desire to inflame a na¬ 
tion's fighting spirit. 

At the outset both sides were confident of victory—a victory 
that would signify the enemy's complete subjection. But there is 
always an advantage with the power that takes the offensive. 
And this is where Germany scored early. 
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The First Shock of the War—The Great Military Crisis 

of 1914 

Germany’s plan of warfare against the Dual Alliance, as we have The German 
said, was to deal France a knock-out blow while Russia was still ^ured 
unready, and then, after the former had been successfully disposed xict0 ^ 
of, to concentrate her whole strength upon Russia It was assumed 
that only a small force would be needed to guard the eastern 
frontier, while an Austrian army might take the offensive against 
the Russian position in Poland. The fact that the execution of the 
plan involved the violation of Belgium’s neutrality which Germany 
was pledged to respect had no weight with the general staff. For 
them speed meant everything, for otherwise the War would be 
long and desperate. Since, however, there was no certainty that 
Great Britain would have entered the War unless Belgium had been 
invaded (and it was certainly the invasion of Belgium that clinched 
British decision), it may be suggested that it would have been 
better for Germany to have respected Belgian neutrality and 
risked a long war. After the British intervention, however, a 
prompt and decisive victory was the more necessary else the 
greater man power of the Allies would in the end determine the 
outcome, and there was still, of course, the chance that she might 
crush France before Great Britain had added materially to her 
small standing army. 

But apart from its questionable strategy from the standpoint 
of general policy, there is no doubt that the invasion of Belgium 
greatly facilitated the German offensive. In the first place it 
enabled the Germans to get around France’s strongly fortified 
barrier, whereas the forts on the Belgian frontier, thanks to 
French reliance on Belgian neutrality, were relatively weak and 
unlikely to be able to withstand the heavy German guns. In the 
second place, whereas a direct attack upon France would have in¬ 
volved the launching of troops through narrow river valleys 
flanked by steep slopes, the march through Belgium meant the 
traversing of a comparatively level country and where there was 
also plenty of room for an immense army to spread out. In the 
third place, instead of having to hazard a frontal attack, an in¬ 
vasion of Belgium offered the chance of an enveloping movement 
with the object of crunching the French army between the larger 
force coming down through Belgium and a smaller force operat- 
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ing from the east. The very rapidity of this offensive, carried 
out chiefly through Belgium, was expected to catch the French 
before their full strength was mobilized and so render victory all 
the more certain. 

Opening But the Germans had made two miscalculations. In the first 

cam^on^ place, the Russian mobilization had proceeded much more quickly 
than had been expected, and before tins campaign was over, 
Germany had to detach two army corps to re-enforce her small 
body of troops in East Prussia. And secondly the Belgians put up 
an unexpectedly stiff resistance. Three days had to be consumed 
in taking the forts defending Li6ge; and as most of the Belgian 
forces were able to elude the invaders and take refuge in Antwerp, 
it was also necessary to use two corps to protect the rear of the 
invading army. The delay entailed in dealing with Belgium 
(though only a small portion of her army had time to mobilize) 
was providential to the French whose mobilization had been re¬ 
tarded, as we have noticed, for diplomatic considerations. It also 
enabled Great Britain to send a force of 100,000 men across to 
France, and it was this small but excellent army that held the 
most critical position—the extreme left wing of the Allied army- 
in the ensuing campaign. As far as numbers went, the opposing 
armies seem to have been nearly equal; and generalship on neither 
side was brilliant. General Joffre, the French chief of staff, had 
certainly not made the best use of his respite. With insufficient 
strength he had attempted some counter-offensives, one to assist 
the Belgians, the other an invasion of Alsace chiefly to satisfy 
public opinion (and it was then that the famous statue of Stras- 
borg in Paris was stripped of its mourning). Joffre's attempts to 
snatch the offensive had only the effect of dissipating his strength, 
and after some sharp defeats near the Belgian frontier the Allied 
army was forced to retreat—though in good order, pivoting* on 
the fortress of Verdun; while behind Verdun was the strongly 
fortified hill, known as the Couronn6 de Nancy, barring the way 
to a flank attack from Lorraine. It is worth noting that the 
Germans, who tried desperately to dislodge the French from this 
position, had greatly over-rated their enemy's strength and 
massed a needlessly large force at this end of the line, but this 
only enhances the glory of General Castelnau whose gallant hold¬ 
ing of this hill contributed powerfully to the outcome of the cam¬ 
paign* 
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The German chief of staff, General von Moltke (nephew of the 
great Moltke) had undoubtedly bungled seriously in the dispo¬ 
sition of his forces, but he continued the intended plan 1 of trying 
to envelop the Allied army, and the tiny British force was hard 
pressed by General von Kluck, who was entrusted with this maneu¬ 
ver. Joffre’s plan was to retire until he had reached the line of the 
river Marne between Paris and Verdun where he had waiting some 
reserves (“ armies of maneuver/' as the French called them) by 
which he hoped to outflank the enemy’s right wing. On September 5 
he took his stand, issuing his famous order: “The time has come to 
advance at all costs and to die where you stand rather than give 
way.” With one of his armies of maneuver he struck at Kluck and 
bent back the German line. Rallying from this assault and be¬ 
lieving that he could pierce the enemy's lines, Kluck thrust at the 
point between the French and British, hoping to sever them com¬ 
pletely and to throw the British as well as the army of maneuver 
back upon Paris. But the French held fairly firm and Kluck was so 
badly pommeled that in order to save him the Germans had to 
leave a breach of some thirty miles in their center, though they 
hoped that their plight was concealed by a thick swamp that lay 
between them and the enemy. The hope, however, proved vain. 
General Ferdinand Foch, who commanded the Allied army at this 
point, saw the gap in the German lines, and concentrating all 
available forces, made such a furious attack at this vulnerable 
point that he drove clear through the enemy's lines. Only by a 
precipitate retreat did Moltke save his huge army from a very 
serious disaster. The Battle of the Marne, which had occupied 
a week's fighting along an extended front, was won chiefly by the 
heroism of the French soldier and the tactical skill of Foch. It was 
not so complete a victory as to result in the expulsion of the invad¬ 
ers from France, for the Germans halted on a line which had al¬ 
ready been dug for them some fifty miles back from the scene of 
battle, and there they were able to hold their enemies at bay. 
But it was none the less a decisive victory. It had saved Paris, the 
loss of which would have had a depressing effect upon the Allied 
cause, and it enabled the Western Powers to recover their breath, 
as it were, and prepare for greater exertions. Above all, it effec- 

1 Moltke followed, in general, the plan which had been drawn up by Count 
Schlwffwi, a former chief of staff, though he altered it in certain particulars to his 
own disadvantage. 
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tively frustrated the German plan to win the War by a swift elimi¬ 
nation of France. 

The Allies hoped, of course, to drive the enemy out of France, 
and they made a desperate effort to turn his flank. But the Ger¬ 
mans were too quick for them; and the result was that parallel 
lines of trenches were soon extending from Switzerland to the sea. 
The Germans were fortunate in occupying all the industrial prov¬ 
inces of France with their rich coal mines and the whole of Bel¬ 
gium save the extreme southwest corner where the Allies still held 
the town of Ypres. It is probable that with a little more effort the 
British might have saved Antwerp, but on October 8 the Germans 
took the city, thereby strengthening their hold on Belgium. On 
the other hand, Moltke had lost a great opportunity of seizing the 
Channel ports, while the\ were still undefended. 

And whatever the justification of the German occupation of 
Belgium, it was none the less a boomerang for the occupants. 
In their haste and exasperation at the delays involved in Belgium’s 
resistance they foolishly destroyed a large part of the city of Lou¬ 
vain (including the ancient university) on the ground that some 
civilians had had the temerity to fire on them. This tragic blunder 
did a great deal toward turning neutral opinion against Germany, 
and when some other atrocious acts were perpetrated (for example, 
the dropping of bombs on Antwerp from the air) a most effective 
instrument was put in the hands of the Allied governments. 
Wholesale tales of German atrocities were spread abroad with the 
effect of stimulating recruiting in England and embittering an 
influential section of the American public against Germany. The 
fact of Germany’s subjugating a weaker nation and then maltreat¬ 
ing her roused all a sportsman’s instinct to protest against such 
crimes. In general, the German occupation of Belgium, while 
stem (for there was no doubt that Belgium was systematically 
bled for trifling offenses) was not as a rule signalized by cruelty. 
Some outrages no doubt took place early in the period of occupa¬ 
tion—how many will probably never be known—but it is no longer 
contended that German policy, in spite of the theories of the Ger¬ 
man staff, deliberately sought to break the resolute spirit of the 
Belgian people by an organized system of terror. 1 The story of 
Belgium’s ‘‘agony’’ was the creation of one of the most efficient 

‘ It Appear*, however (since the above was written), that Mr. Cruttwell, in his 
recently published Bistory of the Great War\ does hold this view. 
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propaganda services ever organized. But each belligerent power 
was similarly served, and lies were deliberately published to 
influence public opinion. It is probable that never in history has 
so systematic an effort been made to inculcate hatred in the citi¬ 
zenry as a means of inspiring its energies to the utmost. 

We must devote a little space to the Russian offensives in the 
East. A vigorous attack upon East Prussia from the side of 
Poland (which, as the map shows, was a huge salient projected 
between German and Austrian territory) promised so much success 
that $100,000 was raised in St. Petersburg (from the sale of enemy 
flags) for the first soldier who entered tho German capital. It was 
intended, of course, to clear the flanks before pushing on to Berlin, 
and for that reason another Russian army penetrated Galicia, 
which, being on the Russian side of the Carpathians, was easy to 
overrun. The Russian objective was Cracow, so situated as to com¬ 
mand a line of approach either to Vienna or to Berlin. Possession 
of Galicia would also rob the Central Powers of most of their oil. 

But Germany did not underestimate her danger. General von 
Hindenburg, an aged and retired officer but one who knew in¬ 
timately the peculiar terrain of East Prussia with its woods and 
numerous lakes, was placed in command of the defending army, and 
re-enforcements, as we have noted, were quickly sent from the 
western front. With a smaller army but relying on his thorough 
knowledge of the ground, he completely outmaneuvered the Rus¬ 
sians and won the decisive Battle of Tannenberg. 1 The Russian 
offensive was broken and some 90,000 prisoners were taken as 
well as an immense number of guns and other equipment. In face 
of this staggering blow the Russian victory over the Austrians 
seemed of small avail, Yet if the Russians could completely clear 
Galicia, there was some chance of an invasion of Germany from 
that direction; and by the end of the year about half of that prov¬ 
ince was in their hands. An advance of Hindenburg into Russia 
had meanwhile failed. 

But apart from the success of the Russians against Austria the 
Allies were thrown almost completely on the defensive. Germany 

1 Contrary to the usual accounts,, Capt. Liddell Hart explicitly withholds credit 
for this victory from Hindenburg, whom he seems to regard as pretty much of a 
figure-head throughout the war. He gives the chief oredit for Tannenberg to Luden- 
dorff and especially his staff officer, Hoffmann, though he also thinks that the 
whole Russian offensive had been too precipitate and ascribes its defeat more to the 
exhaustion of the Russian army and the bungling of its two commanders than to the 
strategy or tactics of the Germans. 
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was strongly entrenched in the northeast corner of France, and 
was still in a better position than the Allies to take the offensive. 

The Period of Germany's Military Ascendancy 

Ypre*-~the After the campaign of the Marne the only offensive effort for 
m^ermans some time on the part of Germany in the west was an attempt to 
Chamel the Ypres and break through to the Channel ports—a feat that if 
successful would have driven a wedge between the French and 
British and made it difficult for Great Britain to pour any troops 
into France. It was only with the most heroic tenacity that the 
British forces, greatly outnumbered, held their position. A second 
effort was later made to force the lines at Ypres but again the 
Germans were foiled. 

Collapse of In general, however, Germany was content to rest for a time on 
" i6lu the defensive in the west, confident of being able to hold her 
strong position while she turned to deal with Russia. In October 
Hindenburg had been appointed commander of the entire Austro- 
German forces operating on the eastern front, and he was given 
re-enforcements detached from the army in the west. After some 
initial failures the Germans won the honors in a hard campaign. 
The Battle of the Dunajec in April, 1915, resulted in the expulsion 
of the Russians from Galicia, and the Polish salient was then 
pinched and Warsaw taken. The Germans carried their lines well 
into Russia, and by straightening them out as they could do after 
the conquest of the Polish salient, they managed to defend their 
position with a smaller number of troops, hence sparing some 
strength to send back to the western front. The Russian com¬ 
mander, the Grandduke Nicholas, had succeeded in extricating his 
army without serious disaster, but Russia was none the less 
soundly beaten, and save for an occasional spurt, was thrown 
permanently on the defensive. Her defeat was due not only to .the 
superior quality and organization of the German forces but also 
largely to the fact that her army was inadequately supplied with 
guns and shells. While it is true that the war ministry was sin¬ 
gularly incompetent, much of this shortage was due to the fact 
that Russia had never possessed munition plants in sufficient 
numbers to carry on a great war, and, owing to the German 
blockade of the Baltic and to the closure of the Straits by Turkey, 
there was no way of getting herself replenished from outsidq. 

It was this fact chiefly which prompted Great Britain and 
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France (the idea was British) to send an expedition to force the 
Dardanelles, though a secondary object was the hope of inducing 
the neutral Balkan states, once Constantinople was captured, to 
add their strength to the Allied cause. For some reason Russia 
herself played no part in the affair, though a simultaneous push into 
the Bosphorus would have greatly increased the prospect of suc¬ 
cess. As it was, the expedition was hazardous, for the Straits were 
thoroughly mined and strongly fortified, and battleships are as a 
rule no proof against forts well furnished with heavy guns. An 
effort to force the Straits with naval forces alone failed dismally. 
Then an attempt was made to land soldiers to storm the Turkish 
batteries in conjunction with the warships in the Straits, but again 
the result was vain. One historian is reminded of many former 
efforts of British strategy to attack far distant points without 
properly estimating the difficulty or even the value of the object 
immediately sought. “The history of Britain,” he writes, “is 
strewn with the wrecks of divergent operations.” Yet, broadly 
speaking, the strategy of this exploit was not unsound, for success 
would have done much to put Russia on her feet, and even before 
the Dunajec Russia was bound to require aid before very long. 
The objection to the expedition lay in the fact that to succeed it 
would have required a tremendous concentration of forces. Naval 
authorities had disapproved of the project, which was inspired by 
politicians. The same influences accounted for the sending of the 
Anglo-French army to Saloniki, though it was then too late to 
save Serbia (already crushed by an Austrian invasion), and, as it 
turned out, the equivocal attitude of Greece held the army fast to 
its base for nearly three years. Accordingly such efforts did not 
avail to keep Bulgaria from entering the War on the side of Ger¬ 
many and did not encourage Roumania or Greece to join forces 
with the Allies. Whether it was their fault or not, the Allies 1 
policy in the Near East was a total failure. It was not till 1916 that 
Roumania entered the War—only to be speedily crushed. Mean¬ 
while through Turkey and Bulgaria Germany preserved direct 
connection with Asia Minor and Mesopotamia, and a British 
attempt on Bagdad in December, 1915, failed miserably. 

Almost the only encouragement that the Allies drew from this 
period of the war is to be credited to British sea power—the bot¬ 
tling up of the German navy, the driving of Germany's commerce 
from the seas, and the loss of all her colonies. Italy, it is true, had 
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entered the War in May, 1915, but any advance on Austria was 
exceptionally difficult, as it meant campaigning in the mountains 
with the Austrians strongly entrenched on higher ground. In May, 
1916, an Austrian counter-offensive was attempted, but, thanks 
to a Russian diversion in Galicia, it failed to do more than recover 
lost ground. 

The year 1916 was simply a continuation of the stalemate. 1 
Germany retained her grip on the western front, and attempts to 
dent her lines were costly and futile. Yet Germany herself was 
hardly more successful. Partly in order to anticipate an Allied 
offensive (for the Allied armies had now artillery in abundance), 
the Germans struck with furious force at Verdun with the hope 
either of capturing a key point or, by tempting the French to rally 
all their army in its defense, to deal it so crushing a blow that the 
Allies could never recover. In this four months’ battle the casual¬ 
ties were appalling (the defenders lost even more heavily than the 
assailants), but the German effort failed, and the Allies breathed 
again. It is possible that the entry of Roumania into the War 
(which occupied a large German army) and a British diversion 
(the Battle of the Somme) were contributive causes of Germany’s 
defeat, but fundamentally it was due to the desperate courage of 
the French army. That dogged resolve, “They shall not pass” 
had won for the French soldier eternal glory. 

But a heroic defense does not mean winning a war, and 1917, as 
it turned out, was no more decisive than 1916. It seemed for the 
Allies the darkest period of the War. It is true that the United 
States entered the lists, but it was not expected that she would be 
in a position to render aid for a long time. Then Revolutionary 
Russia found the task of rehabilitation too great for her capacity, 
and in the autumn she took steps which portended her withdrawal 
from the War. This meant, of course, that Germany could now 
concentrate on the western front. In the meantime, a terrific 
Ailstro-German drive had been launched against Italy. After 
dealing the Italians a crushing defeat at Caporetto (October, 1917), 
the invaders were able to penetrate the Venetian plain. Not even 
had the Russians been routed more completely. But with French 
help the Italians finally managed to rally, and their brave stand 

1 It was in May, 1916, that a German fleet attempted to take the British off their 
guard and to annihilate a part of their fleet in the North Sea. The Battle of Jut¬ 
land, as it is called, failed of its purpose, however, and the German navy did not 
again take the offensive. 
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in the Battle of the Piave may be compared to the Anglo-French 
resistance on the Marne. The enemy had, in fact, spent his 
strength. Again had decisive victory eluded the Central Powers. 

Much of the ease with which the Austro-German army had 
mowed its way into Italy was due to what has been called “ defeat¬ 
ism 77 —a spirit of revolt against the War and a willingness to accept 
at least a compromise rather than struggle on any longer. It was a 
sort of caving in behind the lines but so insidious that even the 
lines themselves were partially affected. While the contagion was 
perhaps most serious in Italy, all nations suffered from it during 
this trying year. Austria even attempted to make a separate peace 
with France, and subsequently the new foreign minister, Count 
Czemin, told the Emperor Charles I (grandnephew and successor 
of Francis Joseph, who had died in 1916) that “the burdens laid 
upon the population are assuming proportions that are unbear¬ 
able. 77 Even in Germany the chancellor under pressure from the 
reichstag was compelled to make a peace feeler, though his remarks 
were very general and chiefly significant as a symptom of the strain 
behind the lines. In France the spirit of defeatism reached the 
stage of mutiny in certain divisions, and a widespread propaganda 
seemed to be sowing disloyalty and discontent. It was to curb 
this tendency that Clemenceau was made premier, for this “tiger 
of France 71 was a man of unquenchable spirit and able to meet a 
danger, however grave, without flinching. Meanwhile Great Brit¬ 
ain was facing the gravest crisis of the War. The submarine had 
so crippled British commerce that the food supply of the nation 
was imperiled. With time she could build enough destroyers to 
obtain the upper hand, but the present German assault—another 
of those stupendous efforts by which Germany sought to eliminate 
a foe—was painfully near succeeding. Poignant appeals were made 
to America to send destroyers and other craft without delay. 
“Destroyers, 77 wrote Balfour to Wilson, “ ... are required now 
and in as great numbers as possible. There is no time for delay. 77 
The British public was never aware of the acuteness of the crisis, 
but war-weariness in England was very pronounced (a certain 
element beginning to talk of “peace by negotiation 77 ), and though 
conscription had been pretty generally enforced, it was not applied 
to Ireland, which had been seething with revolt throughout the 
year. The saying that it is always darkest before dawn was cer¬ 
tainly borne out by Allied fortunes in 1917. 
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Yet there were a few glimmers of light on the horizon. America 
did rouse herself and sent the naval aid the British required. Italy 
did recover her confidence. And in March, 1917, a British force 
had entered Bagdad. Such a feat had no effect on the general 
situation, but it seemed to rob Imperial Germany of her chosen 
“place in the sun.” 

The Triumph of the Allies 

Concerted The summer of 1918 was the turning-point. The Allies had 
Mill °* th€ alread y g°t a grip on themselves, and encouraged by the arrival 
of more and more contingents from America, they had started at 
the beginning of the year to lay their plans for a new offensive. 
The most important step which they had taken was the constitu¬ 
tion of a “supreme war council,” representing France, Great 
Britain, and Italy, and its first act had been the appointment of an 
“inter-Allied general staff,” consisting of the chiefs of staff of the 
three armies. It was hoped by this means to secure a greater 
co-operation of effort and a more unified strategy than had for¬ 
merly been the case. Even yet they had not appointed a supreme 
commander, but the time was not far distant when the British 
would humble their pride and make this further expedient possible. 

Meanwhile, in anticipation of the military offensive, the Allies 
began what may be called a diplomatic offensive. Whether with 
this object in view or not, some of Wilson's speeches were directed 
against the loyalty of the German people to their government and 
against their tenacity in a wearing and perhaps hopeless struggle. 
As far back as the summer of 1917, in commenting on the German 
peace feeler, Wilson declared that the German government would 
justify itself to the people if it could secure peace on the basis of 
what it had gained, but that if it should fail, the people would 
thrust it aside; “a government accountable to the people will be 
set up in Germany.” In a number of utterances Wilson took the 
view that an autocracy rather than a people had launched Ger¬ 
many into war and that the German people must inevitably desire 
now to assert themselves and obtain peace. In January, 1918 
(partly in response to Russian demand) he gave further encourage¬ 
ment to those desiring peace by issuing his famous “Fourteen 
Points” the substance of which might lead Germans to realize that 
their enemies did not plan their annihilation. Of more immediate 
, moment, perhaps, were some nearly simultaneous declarations of 
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the British premier, Lloyd George, in which he definitely disavowed 
any idea of changing the structure of Germany or of destroying 
the Dual Monarchy or even of expelling the Turk from Europe. 
The pronouncement was obviously addressed to enemy waverers 
who might have feared what an Allied peace would entail. 

But the time had not yet come for these arguments to bear 
fruit; for Germany was still unbeaten. While it is true that the 
submarine had failed to vanquish Great Britain, she had at least 
"command of the air,” though in the more decisive matter of 
artillery she was turning out but half as much as her enemies. In 
the meantime she had been searching for the master mind that 
would crown her efforts with victory. Falkenhayn, who had suc¬ 
ceeded Moltke as chief of stcff had, in turn, been relieved of his 
command after the Verdun fiasco and succeeded by Hindenburg, 
who had become the idol of the nation. Since, however, it came to 
be doubted that a man of his years was equal to the test of a 
struggle in the west, the active direction of the army was given to 
General von Ludendorff, a young officer who had acquitted himself 
creditably under Hindenburg in the east. Ludendorff was a capable 
though rather reckless commander and a man of great energy and 
confidence. It was clear to him that Germany must once again 
anticipate her enemies and launch a new offensive. 

Thus for the moment Germany—or at least her government and 
staff—was still determined to snatch a victory. Since Austria was 
on the verge of internal collapse and since with every month the 
strength of the American army would increase, there was no time 
to be lost. Moreover, there were ominous signs of restiveness 
among the German people (especially among the working class 
who suffered most from the privations due to the blockade), and 
William and his advisers were beginning to feel that only by 
decisive victory could the existing regime be saved. Ludendorff 
has affirmed in his memoirs that the spirit of the army was excel¬ 
lent, and there seems to be little doubt that he was confident of 
success. In any event the time had come for Germany's supreme 
effort. So in March, 1918, with an army about equai to that of the 
Allies he made his great thrust at the enemy’s lines, seeking to 
break it at the point of junction between the French and British 
forces. His offensives continued until the middle of July; the 
British were at one time in deadly fear of invasion; and at one 
point the Germans came within forty-five miles of Paris. Three 
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times Ludendorff broke the enemy's lines, but each time the Allies 
had rallied, and the strength of the German offensive began 
gradually to slacken. The British had now an army of over a mil¬ 
lion men on the western front and by July the total of the American 
forces in France had reached 1,200,000. It was a proof of the 
desperate earnestness of the Allies, now chastened by severe defeat, 
that they at last agreed to the appointment of a supreme com¬ 
mander, and the one to be chosen was Ferdinand Foch. A man of 
exceptional daring, the hero of the Marne had also the skill to take 
advantage of every opportunity. No better choice could have 
been made. 

After Ludendorff’s offensives had begun to peter out Foch 
launched his counter-offensive, and now at last it was the Germans' 
turn to retreat. It was noticeable that German morale had at last 
begun to crack. It was a different matter now when confidence in 
the issue had ceased to steel the hearts of the Kaiser's troops. At 
the first Allied advance Ludendorff saw that the game was up and 
to save his exhausted army a bloody disaster he implored the 
German government to sue for peace. When he later recovered his 
nerve, it was too late. 

The collapse of the Central Powers was startling in its sudden¬ 
ness, considering the length of time that they had been holding 
the Allies at bay. But in the end it had been a question of endur¬ 
ance, and whereas the Germans had expended all their reserves, 
the Allies had fresh troops, as well as inexhaustible artillery, to 
throw into the breach. Already the strain of the War had become 
too much for Austria-Hungary. Her subject nationalities, always 
unwilling participants in the struggle, were on the verge of revolu¬ 
tion, some of them secretly plotting their independence. Bulgaria 
was, however, the first to capitulate. Attacked at last by the army 
from Saloniki and learning that Germany was powerless to help 
her, she had succumbed completely to panic and demoralization. 
The defection of Bulgaria early in October was soon followed by 
that of Turkey. Meanwhile Austria sustained a smashing defeat on 
October 29 at the hands of Italy, which, coming on top of the suc¬ 
cessful revolt of the Czechs and Slovaks, sealed her doom. Em* 
peror Charles had promised autonomy to his subject nationalities 
but the concession had come too late. On November 3, 1918 
Austria-Hungary signed an armistice after what amounted to 
unconditional surrender. 
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In the meantime, the German retreat, conducted, it is true, with 
remarkable skill, was steadily proceeding. The invaders though 
fighting bravely were pressed back all along the line. All but a 
small portion of France was cleared, and Germany herself was now 
threatened with invasion. The French and British governments 
had hopes of a crushing victory followed by a triumphant entry 
into Berlin. 

But the Germans were in no mood to bear defeat, and if Luden- 
dorff had not suggested an armistice public opinion would un¬ 
doubtedly have forced the government's hand. On October 3 
Germany addressed a note to Wiisori, asking for peace on the basis 
of the Fourteen Point**. After some correspondence between the 
two and some negotiations between the Allies the terms of an 
armistice were agreed upon, and Germany was assured peace— 
more or less on the basis of the Fourteen Points. Foch, when asked 
why he did not press on to an invasion of Germany, made it known 
that he meant to secure without bloodshed all the results that he 
could hope to obtain by further war. Of the three chiefs of staff, 
only the American, General Pershing, wished to continue the War. 

The terms of the armistice, drafted by Foch and accepted 
unconditionally, were severe and left no opening for Germany to 
renew the War. She had not only to retire from Belgium and what 
she still held of France but to permit an Allied army to occupy the 
Rhineland; and in addition she had to renounce what she had 
gained by her treaties with Russia and Roumania, release pris¬ 
oners of war, and surrender a specified amount of war material 
as well as her entire navy—which was promptly interned at 
Scapa Flow, a port of the Orkney Islands. The blockade of her 
coasts was also to continue—an utterly needless infliction of suffer¬ 
ing upon the civilian population, dictated not originally by Foch 
but apparently by the premiers of France, Great Brtain, and Italy. 
It was a sad beginning for the new German republic, sprung from 
the crash of the Enipire in the last days of the war. Was it the last 
“atrocity" of the War or the beginning of an “atrocious" peace? 
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The Great War, like other great European wars, resulted in 
much territorial reshaping and in many convulsive changes, 
political and social. To what extent the work of reconstruction 
would follow the accustomed dictum that to the victor belongs 
the right of sitting in judgment upon the vanquished, or in what 
degree it might reflect a more dispassionate and equitable spirit 
would depend in great measure upon public opinion, which, now 
that the dictation of the military leader was at an end, would 
express itself through the diplomat and the statesman. For the 
peace-makers of 1919, not being despots like their prototypes of 
1814, had always to reckon with the sentiments of the millions 
whom they represented, and if in their assumption of leadership 
they should prove to possess the courage to guide or correct or 
enlighten those teeming millions, they would pass a test of states¬ 
manship almost without precedent in history. But it was those 
very millions, those generators of public opinion, who had passed 
the ordeal by fire. Could one hope for better than a compromise 
peace at best? It is only too obvious that, as nationalism had 
fought the war, nationalism would try to dictate the peace. If 
we bear in mind that morality is usually subjective, we shall 
approach the peace from the correct angle. One need not have 
been a particularly astute prophet to forecast the general char¬ 
acter of the peace, nor a fatalist to say that it was practically 
inevitable that it would be exactly what it turned out to be. There 
is a logic of history that not only explains the acts of men but 
forces us to regard them with a certain measure of charity. Let 
us, then, approach the peace from the standpoint of the nations 
and national leaders who were to shape it. 

The Prelude of the Peace 

To the belligerents peace had no allurements during the first 
three years of the War. Each side was only content with a decisive 
victory, and such was hard to obtain. We have mentioned the 
efforts of the United States as a neutral power to find a common 
ground for ending the struggle. From neither side had Wilson 
found much basis for encouragement. Germany was satisfied that 
she would ultimately win the War and delighted in thinking of the 
terrible terms she would wring from her vanquished foes; and the 
Allies, for their part, fighting mostly on the defensive, knew that 
they could not expect a victorious peace until they had first 
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expelled the enemy from France. The Pope was no more fortunate 
than Wilson in bringing the nations to terms. There was little 
chance of peace until one side or the other had won a decisive 
victory. 

Still Wilson remained as the one great leader who, looking be¬ 
yond the hatred and carnage of war, hoped to find the basis of a 
solid and durable peace. An unswerving believer in democracy, 
he felt that if only the people were to assert themselves and over¬ 
throw autocracy everywhere m Europe, peace would be assured 
and the millenium would come. It was characteristic too of a 
champion of democracy that he stood outspokenly for nationalist 
“self-determination”—the right of a nationality to shape its own 
fortunes, and, if living in subjection, to be free. But contrary to the 
usual type of nationalism, which viewed even moral questions 
through narrow lenses, Wilson expressed his firm belief that a 
durable peace could only be built on broad principles of justice. 
There must be a “peace without victory,” he told congress shortly 
before the United States entered the War, for “only a peace be¬ 
tween equals can last.” And again later he declared, “Punitive 
damages, the dismemberment of empires, the establishment of 
selfish and exclusive economic leagues we deem inexpedient and in 
the end worse than futile, no proper basis for a peace of any kind, 
least of all for an enduring peace.” In his broad, catholic outlook 
Wilson was essentially an internationalist. One is reminded of the 
analogous r61e of the Czar Alexander I after the Napoleonic wars, 
but Alexander had proved a flabby leader and his standpoint had 
been that of a benevolent despot rather than of a man who sought 
the approval of the people. Yet the creed of internationalism, 
strained and tempered as it had been through a century of med¬ 
dling and muddling by the Concert of Europe, could hardly be 
thought of in 1917 as a sturdy plant. If the World had appreciated 
Wilson, History would have lost her true character. One cannot 
span a cycle in a single stride. 

The talk of “peace without victory” naturally did not appeal 
to powers who had sacrificed so much for a cause in which they had 
staked everything to win. During the year 1917, when the entrance 
of the United States into the War gave rise to a new confidence, 
there was at first little thought of peace on the side of the Allies, 
and there is much reason to doubt if some overtures from Germany 
were more than a bit of temporizing, prompted solely by pressure 
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from the reichstag. Yet 1917 proved a dreary year for both sides, 
as we have noticed, and it was probably the outspoken desire of 
the labor element for peace, together with the spread of defeatism 
in England, France, and Italy that moved Lloyd George on Jan¬ 
uary 5, 1918 to announce the position of his government on the 
subject of peace. We have already noticed the value of these 
remarks as a diplomatic offensive. He stated emphatically that the 
British Empire was not fighting to undo the existing organization 
of Germany or to procure the dissolution of Austria-Hungary or 
the expulsion of Turkey from Europe, but he declared (though his 
language was not very explicit) for recognition of the nationalist 
rights of Czecho-Slovaks, Roumans, Jugoslavs, and Arabs, and he 
insisted on the restoration of Alsace-Lorraine to France and the 
liberation of unredeemed Italy. As he had done before in reply to a 
note of Wilson’s in 1916, he demanded full reparation—not in¬ 
demnities but damages for losses. Such was a charter of justice, 
which if national or nationalist in viewpoint, was at least not 
immoderate in its tone. But already Wilson, prompted largely 
by the demands of Revolutionary Russia for explicit terms of 
peace, had drafted with the help of House a more comprehensive 
statement of the conditions which he thought the Allied and 
Associated Nations should offer the Central Powers as a basis of 
peace. These terms were the famous “Fourteen Points,” and they 
deserve to be given here in substance: 

1. Open covenants openly arrived at. Diplomacy always in the 
public view. 

2. Absolute freedom of navigation outside of territorial waters 
alike in peace and in war except by international action. 

3. Removal as far as possible of all economic barriers. 

4. Adequate guarantees that armaments will be reduced to 
lowest point consistent with national safety. 

5. Absolutely impartial adjustment of all colonial claims with 
strict observance of the principle that the interest of the popula¬ 
tions concerned will have equal weight with the claims of the gov¬ 
ernments. 

6. Evacuation of Russia. 

7. Evacuation and restoration of Belgium. 

8. Evacuation of France and the wrong done to her in the 
matter of Alsace-Lorraine to be righted. 

9. Readjustment of the frontiers of Italy along clearly recog¬ 
nisable lines of nationality. 

10* The peoples of Austria-Hungary to have autonomy. 
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11. Roumania, Serbia, and Montenegro to be evacuated, and 
Serbia assured access to the sea. 

12. The Turkish portions of the Ottoman Empire to be assured 
sovereignty and the non-Turkish peoples to receive autonomy. 
The Dardanelles to be internationalized. 

13. An independent Poland to be erected with territories in¬ 
habited by Poles and assured access to the sea. 

14. An association of nations to afford mutual guarantees of 
political independence and territorial integrity. 

In making these proposals Wilson was gratifying his missionary 
ardor and hoped with all sincerity to found an enduring peace. 
Such a maneuver had the advantage of giving the Central Powers 
an idea of what they might expect ab the price of peace, and if 
they were sufficiently pressed, they might prefer it to the possibility 
of worse. Public opinion in the Allied countries was divided in its 
impressions. While radical organs praised the document unstint- 
ingly, the more conservative papers were disposed to feel suspicious 
of its indefiniteness, and British opinion, generally, felt uncertain 
about the “freedom of the seas.” 

Nevertheless, it was on the basis of the Fourteen Points, imper¬ 
fect as they were, that Germany sued for peace, and on the un¬ 
derstanding i/hat they would be observed that she signed the 
armistice. The Allies, for their part, may not have relished being 
committed in advance by the United States on the basic terms of 
peace, but the only objection seems to have come from the British 
who feared that “freedom of navigation” might be intended to 
deprive them of the use of the blockade in time of war. The 
British government therefore announced its freedom of action on 
that point and also stipulated that reparations should cover “all 
damage done to the civilian population of the Allies and their 
property by the aggression of Germany by land, by sea, and from 
the air.” These reservations were understood by Germany before 
she surrendered. As a matter of fact, though it was not known to 
the general public, many of the Fourteen Points had been con¬ 
siderably qualified by an official commentary, which, we are given 
to understand, received Wilson's own approval. Thus, contrary 
to the general belief and to the impression given by the President's 
eulogists, the Fourteen Points were not construed to demand open 
diplomacy, the general abolition of tariffs, the reduction of armies 
to the figures required for police purposes, or the preservation of 
all file German Tyrolese to Austria. As to the matter of the 
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“freedom of the seas/' the commentary seems to beg the whole 
question. 

Su^h compromising before the battle of interests commenced 
may be criticized from the standpoint of strategy, but one may 
guess that Wilson had not worked out his ideas very precisely, 
and his main preoccupation was the desire, above all things, to get 
established a league of nations to enforce peace. It was probably 
mainly for this purpose that he planned to attend the peace con¬ 
ference in person as America's leading delegate. He was strongly 
advised by friends and close associates not to take this step, as it 
was feared that he would lose in influence by leaving the vantage 
point of distance and parleying with men who knew the European 
situation better than he; but having made up his mind, he refused 
to change it, and apparently flattered himself that he would be 
chosen president of the conference. When told that his decision 
met with disapproval in France and England (these powers may 
well have feared his moral weight with the masses) he was greatly 
disappointed, but his resolution to go remained unchanged. 

That, judging by results, the decision was a blunder has been 
generally recognized. The effect upon his position in the conference 
and upon his interests at home will be noticed later. A more 
immediate effect was to quash the idea of a preliminary peace, 
which House had urged. Such a peace in broad outlines would 
very probably have averted many catastrophes in Europe growing 
out of uncertainties and delays, but Wilson having resolved to take 
the trip decided first to address congress, and this meant to post¬ 
pone his departure till December. It must be stated, however, in 
justice to Wilson, that the armistice had come so suddenly that 
the Allies had only a very general notion of what they intended to 
demand, and there was enough room for disagreement to make 
even a preliminary understanding very difficult. When the French 
with their usual precision finally drafted a tentative program as 
a basis for discussion (a program much more definite than the 
Fourteen Points), it was rejected by both Wilson and Lloyd 
George, and this failure to get down to business was destined still 
further to delay the peace. It should be added, too, that neither 
France nor Great Britain was disposed to accept Wilsonian dicta¬ 
tion, and they knew that their hands were tied by secret treaties 
already made with some of their allies during the War. 

The entry of Wilson into the Old World was signalised by a wel- 
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come seldom accorded to a public figure. During his journeys in 
England, France, and Italy he was greeted by tumultuous crowds 
wherever he showed himself. To those who looked for a new era 
more favorable to the masses and free from all taint of militarism 
the President seemed to have come as a new messiah. Super¬ 
ficially one might say that no one has ever had a greater oppor¬ 
tunity. 

Yet it is undoubtedly true that underneath this effervescence of Surge of 
enthusiasm was a very different feeling. A large proportion of the opiltin on 
people in France and England and Italy were now intent upon 
punishing the guilty and recouping losses. In England in December Conference 
the premier, Lloyd George, and his colleagues in the government 
made their fight for re-election on the plea of “Hang the Kaiser 
and make Germany pay for the war.” And in France the upper¬ 
most thought was to obtain reparation for the colossal losses sus¬ 
tained. In both countries it was felt that militarism was concen¬ 
trated in Germany and that for the sake of future peace she must 
be permanently dismembered and disarmed. It was all a sort of 
emotional torrent, born of years of patient suffering, and now 
breaking the dam which long uncertainty of the outcome had held 
in check. And it was in this vindictive atmosphere—unfortunate 
but quite intelligible—that the Congress of Paris was to begin its 
work. That its leading members should reflect this sudden exsur- 
gence was practically inevitable. 

The Congress of Paris as the Agency of 
Reconstruction 

The great congress which was to liquidate the War and usher Personnel 
in the reign of peace and justice opened its sessions at Paris on 
January 18, 1919. The French capital had been selected partly 
because of convenience but chiefly in order that Germany might 
obtain her retribution in the very place, even in the very building 
(that is, the palace of Versailles) where she had celebrated the 
humiliation of France in 1871. It is manifest that whatever meas¬ 
ure of justice would be shown the vanquished nations would 
depend on the quality of mercy and the degree of foresight present 
in the victors; for, unlike most treaties which had followed wars, 
this peace was not to be a subject of negotiation but framed in 
advance by the victors and handed to prostrate enemies. The Con- 
was made up of representatives of the twenty-seven Allied 
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and Associated Powers. Absent from the list was, of course, 
Russia, since she had long ago deserted the Allied cause, though 
the question of what to do with Russia, now the hearth of a revolu¬ 
tion of a peculiarly virulent type, had harassed the leading diplo¬ 
mats and even elicited their action before the Congress itself had 
begun its sittings. Absent also were representatives of the beaten 
' powers, now awaiting anxiously their deserts. The Congress of 
Paris was never an areopagus of sages, chosen from the world at 
large to make peace on the basis of a study of the habits of men 
and nations. And we have already described the atmosphere in 
which it had its birth. 

Setting of But this was not all of the setting. There was a spirit of eamestr 

the Congress nesg a | )0U | ^he Congress of Paris that had been lacking in the 
Congress of Vienna. The city teemed with commissions; for some 
of the delegations, notably that of the United States, had corps 
of experts working laboriously to sift the topographical, ethno¬ 
logical, and other data which might enable them to suggest to the 
Congress the fairest drawing of national frontiers. Never, to all 
appearance, was there to be such a scientific peace. Moreover, the 
delegates took their r61es far too seriously to waste their time in 
lavish parties and pageants, as had been the case with that earlier 
conclave; and it is probable that there was less intriguing in the 
background than had been the case at Vienna in 1814. But Paris 
was crowded with outsiders. Besides the delegates and their 
retinues and the various commissions to assist them (all these 
amounted to several thousand persons), there were hordes of news¬ 
paper men, and any number of persons who flocked to the city in 
the wake of the more important personages just to be within 
range of the great show. During the evenings the caffei were full 
of people who seemed to have plenty of money to spend, and one 
needed plenty of money, as the cost of living had mounted by 
leaps and bounds. These pleasure hunters formed a sort of fringe 
of the Congress, sometimes, indeed, absorbing one of its members, 
and the favorite pastime seemed to be dancing, for which there 
was everywhere a rage just after the War. Meanwhile it was a 
motley crowd that jostled each other in the corridors of the Palais 
du Quai d'Orsay where the Congress held its sittings— Jews from 
Palestine, Bolsheviks and Russian reactionaries, Koreans, negroes 
from Africa, and strange people in stranger dress from the Caucasus 
and western Asia. Every little potentate of ever so small atwuntry 
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rising out of the fortunes or misfortunes of war seemed to feel that 
from the Congress the aspirations of his “nationality” would find 
sympathy. It was the problem of seeing so many deputations that 
inflicted the heaviest strain on the man who had the misfortune to 
be regarded as a kind of magician—Woodrow Wilson. Yet already 
his star was on the wane. For Paris is not conducive to quixotic 
ideals. 

Since the Congress met in Paris, France was in a sense the host, Opening of 
and it was Poincar6, her president, who formally opened it. Por- the Congrm 
traying the War as a “crusade of humanity” and proclaiming its 
results “the victory of right,” he wound up his address by indicat¬ 
ing the direction along which its work should proceed. “This very 
day,” he said, “Forty-eight years ago, on the 18th of January, 

1871, the German Empire was proclaimed by an army of invasion 
in the Chateau at Versailles. It was consecrated by the theft of two 
French provinces. It was thus a violation from its origin and by 
the fault of its founders was born in injustice. It has ended in 
oblivion. You are assembled in order to repair the evil that has 
been done and in order to prevent a recurrence of it. You hold in 
your hands the future of the world. I leave you gentlemen to your 
grave deliberations and declare the Congress of Paris open.” 
Clemenceau, the French premier, was then nominated for president 
of the Congress and chosen by acclamation. The following day 
the assembly began the burden of its labors. 

But it must not be supposed, in spite of Poincare’s exhortation The 
to the men “who held in their hands the future of the world,” that 
this body, representing twenty-seven nations (from the British 
Empire down to the little negro republic of Liberia), was really the 
one to found and shape the new order. Without any mandate 
from any one, the Great Powers at once usurped the right of 
determining the settlement. The delegations representing France, 

Great Britain, Italy, Japan, and the United States quickly assumed 
an eminence not granted to any of the rest. It was felt that they 
alone had made the War decisive and that smaller fry like Poland 
and Roumania must take what they would give them. Besides, 
so large a body as the Congress of Paris in its entirety would have 
been much too unwieldy to accomplish this difficult task with tact 
and expedition. Hence the president of the United States and the 
premiers of the other Great Powers, together with the ministers 
or secretaries of foreign affairs formed a Council of Ten, which 
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took upon itself the burden of pointing the way. But not for long. 
Efforts to preserve secrecy in even as small a group as this proved 
unavailing, and about the middle of March it was decided that 
the president of the United States and the premiers of Great 
Britain, France, and Italy should meet alone and decide all para¬ 
mount questions. Their decisions, it is true, were supposed to 
receive the approval of the Congress as a whole, but this formality 
was seldom taken seriously, and in all the Congress as such held 
but six plenary sessions. The Congress in essence consisted of 
Wilson, Lloyd George, Clemenceau, and Orlando. Four old men 
to build a new world! 

None of the four was a diplomat by profession, but three of 
them at least were exceptional men. Orlando had a legal mind and 
no one of the four could make a clearer exposition of a problem, 
but as his country was but little concerned in the fate of Germany 
and seldom looked beyond its own peculiar interests, he took the 
least active part in the deliberations. Lloyd George was an ex¬ 
ceedingly astute politician who relied on explosive eloquence and a 
witty and engaging “bluff” to carry his points. He never scrupled 
to shift his position when expediency seemed to demand it, and 
was essentially an opportunist. Like Gladstone, he had never given 
much attention to foreign affairs, and for the most part leaned 
heavily on Balfour, the British foreign secretary, for information 
and reasoned judgment. Wilson was even less informed of condi¬ 
tions in Europe, and had the disadvantage of possessing a mind that 
usually dwelt in the abstract. Whether it is true, as one observer 
says, that he actively instigated many of the decisions or, as 
another witness declares, he was inclined to drift and leave the 
initiative to others can probably not be settled. When vitally 
inteiested in a cause, however, he displayed exceptional charm and 
force in presenting his views and the tenacity of a true Calvinist in 
fighting for them. And no one at the Congress labored harder. 
Because of the detachment which clung to the chief magistrate of a 
non-European power, he had to receive appeals from innumerable 
nations, deputations, and individuals, and it is remarkable that 
under such a burden he kept his equanimity. But such a strain 
may have affected the quickness of his mentality, and Lansing 
noted a nervous mannerism which the President had never exhib¬ 
ited before. Of the four Clemenceau was easily the most skillful in 
maneuver. While he could bully an opponent if he chose—and Us 
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treatment of the Congress and particularly the small nations was 
merciless at times—he had the sagacity to handle his associates 
of the inner council with the utmost tact and consideration. He 
was an exceedingly good judge of character and seemed to know 
just when and to what extent he might hope to win and when he 
must yield a point. In his judgments there was a precision and 
definiteness that proved an effective weapon against the super¬ 
ficial meanderings of Lloyd George, the legal subtleties of Orlando, 
or the euphemistic postulates of Wilson. He had also the advantage 
of being the one person of the four who spoke both French and 
English fluently, and he was easily the best informed on European 
questions. Wilson was at h^s best when he thundered from Olym¬ 
pus whereas Clemenceau and Lloyd George were in their element 
when sparring directly with men, and Clemenceau, unlike Wilson, 
knew exactly what he wanted. And no illusions troubled the proc¬ 
esses of his thinking. He was a realist to the core. 

It was for that reason that Clemenceau felt no interest in trying The question 
to found a new order, and clung to the old and well-tried methods ° J puhlieilv 
of diplomatic bargaining. Had Wilson not explained that his 
“open covenants openly arrived at” meant nothing but “open 
covenants,” there would doubtless have been contention over 
whether secrecy should be preserved or abandoned in the proceed¬ 
ings. Neither Clemenceau nor Lloyd George favored publicity in 
treaty-making, and it was decided to admit the scions of the press 
merely to the plenary sessions of the Congress. On the proceed¬ 
ings of the Council of Ten only a bald minute was to be issued, 
though it was found that so many of its papers reached the press 
and that so much information leaked out through the French 
foreign office that the smaller body, the Council of Four, soon 
came to supersede it, as we have said. Of what went on among the 
Four little was known; and the treaties of peace were brought to 
completion before any of the terms were transmitted even to the 
small nations, which in some particulars were vitally concerned. 

The secrecy of proceedings had the disadvantage that when 
journalists were forbidden access to deliberations they grasped 
what snatches of information came their way and often dished up 
gossip and rumors as the truth. Yet it is easy to see the disad¬ 
vantage of discussing delicate and controversial points in the open; 
and a veritable hubbub might have been caused by the opinions, 
let us say, of Lloyd George on the subject of Poland. In the face 
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of the instability and (in some cases) the self-interest of public 
opinion “open diplomacy” would have greatly complicated the 
task before the peace-makers and probably delayed results. Yet 
it is not too much to say that the secrecy which enshrouded the 
Congress of Paris made an enemy of the press and weakened to 
. some extent the moral strength of the whole settlement. 

Idealism vs. The one to lose most from lack of publicity was Wilson, whose 
politick honest efforts for an enlightened peace might otherwise have won 
the continuous backing of American opinion and thus averted 
the future loss of his popularity. But it must not be supposed that 
the press was predominantly liberal or disinterested, for some of 
the most influential organs were the most rampant against Ger¬ 
many and in nearly all the European papers national interests had 
come to the fore, regardless of who was to pay the cost. Moreover, 
the President’s greatest triumph—the Covenant of the League 
of Nations and its incorporation in the German treaty—had one 
unfortunate aspect. Out of deference to Wilson the project of a 
league had been put first on the agenda of the Congress, but the 
discussion of this intricate innovation, as well as Wilson’s trip to 
America to explain it, naturally postponed considerably the com¬ 
pletion of the German treaty (and in consequence the other 
treaties) with the result that Europe fell into chaos, wracked by 
currency inflation, communist epidemics, and petty wars. The 
plight of Germany, still aggravated by the Allied blockade and by 
the uncertainties involved in “reparations,” was worse than it had 
been during the War. 

Whether Wilson’s faith in the League was justified is also to be 
questioned. That it was the finest and most constructive achieve¬ 
ment of the Congress may well be conceded. The most fundamental 
problem before the world was that of security, in other words, the 
preservation of peace, and Wilson’s aim was to provide a means far 
more efficacious than the readjustment of national frontiers or 
the disarmament of a single country. But that such an organiza¬ 
tion as he had in mind would be given sufficient power and support 
to guarantee eternal peace between the Great Powers one might 
reasonably have doubted. Its serious limitations We shall later 
attempt to show. Suffice it to say here that Ciemenceau, for his 
part, was too old and too cynical to find in it the bulwark France so 
sorely needed. It can thus be seen that on the fundamental ques¬ 
tion of security there was bound to be divergence from the start. 
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What, then, did France require to insure her against a future The claims 
attack from Germany? Before the Congress had begun its meetings siuggiemd 
Marshal Foch (for he had thus been rewarded for his great serv- com pr°mue 
ices) had addressed a note to Clemenceau, demanding that the 
Rhine should be the political frontier of Germany. What govern¬ 
ment should be designed for the German districts on the left bank 
of the Rhine was, he felt, a matter for the Congress to determine, 
but he insisted that Germany should be barred from “all military 
access to or political propaganda in” these territories, and that, 
further, these lands should hv held—he did not say for how long— 
by an Allied army of occupation. Clemenceau decided to support 
these proposals, and it came to be assumed that these Rhenish 
districts would be formed into an independent state. A movement 
to encourage separation from the German Empire was even tried 
in the lands in question. As to military occupation Clemenceau 
wished to set the limit at thirty years. 

Apart from the restitution of Alsace-Lorraine (a foregone con¬ 
clusion), a share in the German colonies, and ample material 
reparation, France's demands were the Rhine frontier (as above 
interpreted), the disarming of Germany, and the annexation of the 
Saar Basin, a region contiguous to Lorraine and once belonging to 
France but chiefly valued for its coal. On most of these questions 
there was little disagreement, but Wilson was strenuously opposed 
to Foch's proposals and to the severance of the Saar region from 
Germany. These matters were left unsettled while Wilson made a 
hurried trip tq America, but on his return they were at once re¬ 
vived and produced an acute crisis in the Council of Four. Lloyd 
George supported Wilson against any creation of a “new Alsace- 
Lorraine” and he was also opposed to the plan of a military oc¬ 
cupation. Wilson, for his part, was opposed not only to the transfer 
of the Saar Basin but even to Lloyd George's proposal that the 
coal mines be ceded in perpetuity to France. There were some 
stormy meetings. On one occasion Clemenceau accused Wilson 
of being pro-German and left the conference. Later Wilson let it 
be known that he might himself leave the Congress for good and 
all and return home. House wrote in his diary that “the President 
was thoroughly discouraged.” The result was a compromise. 
Clemenceau yielded to the objections regarding the Rhineland, 
but procured the Allied occupation of three bridgeheads on the 
river, the demilitarization of the left bank, and a promise that 
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Great Britain and the United States would jointly pledge them¬ 
selves to come to France's assistance in the event of a future Ger¬ 
man aggression. On the question of the Saar Lloyd George's 
compromise, as elaborated by a commission of experts, was 
adopted. The Saar region with its quarter of a million Germans 
should be placed for fifteen years under the administration of a 
commission appointed by and responsible to the League of Nations, 
after which the inhabitants should vote their own disposition, but 
the coal mines should belong to France with the proviso that 
Germany might repurchase them if and when the people should 
vote their return to German rule. The result was thus a com¬ 
promise and it had the advantage of giving France something 
definite in the way of reparation. 

The problem Obviously a congress which has to deal with national interests 
and™ urUv must necessarily be a scene of “give and take." Whereas Wilson's 
po%ion P° s ifi° n was broadly objective and international (as was possible 
on the part of a spokesman of a disinterested power), that of 
his colleagues was selfishly, perhaps inevitably national. While 
for the question of security the League of Nations was supposed 
to be an adequate solution, other devices had more weight with the 
powers chiefly concerned. 1 The French gains we have mentioned; 
Italy secured a frontier which more than protected her from 
attack; and Great Britain was assured the confiscation of Ger¬ 
many's navy while she continued to retain her own traditional 
weapons. Why, one may ask, did not Wilson insist on defining the 
“freedom of the seas"? Had he made a cardinal i§sue of the im¬ 
munity of private property at sea in time of war, it would no doubt 
have led to a bitter controversy with London; yet such an innova¬ 
tion would have marked a greater advance toward the general 
security than keeping the French from annexing the tiny region 
of the Saar. And why did he, without any investigation, consent 
to the transfer of the German Tyrolese to Italy, as he was also 
later to yield to a somewhat questionable demand of Japan? 
Regarding the sacrifice of the Tyrolese, a competent British 
observer, Harold Nicolson, declares that the President thereby 
forfeited the confidence of his admirers, who felt that if he could 
violate his principles thus easily he was “not a great or potent 

1 While the projected guarantees for France were little enough to provide her 
with adequate protection, they were an obvious blow to the prestige of the League 
of Nations. 
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man/' and that with this disillusion “demoralization spread 
through Paris like a disease.” But the clue to Wilson’s actions 
seems to resolve itself into this: he wanted to make sure of the 
League of Nations (later also an amendment to the Covenant to 
meet American objections which he encountered on a hurried trip 
to America), and for the success of this major project he felt that 
he had to pay with certain concessions. Wilson got the League 
fully established, and France, Italy, Japan, afcd Great Britain 
got most of what they wanted. As to the “freedom of the seas” 
he satisfied his conscience with the thought that if the League were 
really effective the question would not arise. Wilson was not a 
political genius, and he took too much on himself. But he liked to 
think that he had solved the most vital problem—that of security. 

The other outstanding problem was that of reparations. 1 It 
had already been decided that Germany should restore all the 
countries she had occupied as well as cede Alsace-Lorraine to 
France. It was likewise assumed that she would make ample 
reparation for the damages she had inflicted upon France, Great 
Britain, Belgium, and the United States during the War. After 
the Congress met, the question of defining reparations as well as 
that of Germany’s capacity to meet them, was referred to com¬ 
missions for study. On the first question there was much discus¬ 
sion. An earlier notion of expecting Germany to pay the whole 
cost of the War had happily been abandoned, but the British 
insisted, since their land had not been devastated, that reparations 
should also include pensions. The loss of a life was surely more 
important, Lloyd George contended, than the loss of a chimney; 
and his position, contrary to the advice of the American experts, 
was approved by Wilson 2 and finally prevailed. On the question 
of Germany’s capacity no agreement could be reached, though 
some American engineers had computed the material damage 
wrought by Germany at $15,000,000,000, and if pensions were 
added to this sum it was calculated that the figure would have to 
be doubled. But whatever the value of these estimates, they were 
far below what public opinion demanded in France and England. 
In France which shouldered a debt of 150,006,000,000 francs 

i The term, “reparations’' was preferred to “indemnity,” because it sounded less 
Invidious. 

* When the American delegation told Wilson that logic was against the inclusion 
Of pensions, he is reported to have replied, “ I don't give a damn for logic. X am going 
to include pensions.” 
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besides the necessity of restoring the devastated regions the one 
thought was to make the enemy pay to the uttermost farthing. 
The \ indictive spirit was hardly less strong in England and with 
less reason because the British losses in shipping were as noth* 
ing compared with the material losses in France and the cost of 
her navy was not nearly so great as that of the army which 
' France had to maintain until the peace of Europe was definitely 
established. Lloyd George, it is true, had been wise enough to see 
the folly of immoderate demands and had begun to talk modera¬ 
tion, but, ever the servant of public opinion, he had changed his 
tune completely when he sensed the mood of the British electorate, 
and during his campaign for re-election had actually promised as 
much as $120,000,000,000. For public opinion it was a moral, not 
a practical question at all. 

The result of this explosion of public sentiment was curious. 
Clemenceau and Lloyd George knew that the French and British 
people would not be satisfied with what Germany could reasonably 
pay (the former had even admitted that any sum agreed on would 
fall below what the French expected) and they feared that if they 
fixed on a reasonable sum, they would at once be turned out of 
office—a serious thing to contemplate in view of the unfinished 
task. They therefore hedged and decided that the total sum should 
not be fixed. In vain the American delegation pressed Lloyd 
George not to side with Clemenceau; he was too essentially op¬ 
portunist to face his own people with the facts. Accordingly, the 
only definite figure agreed upon was the sum of $5,000,000,000 to 
be paid in money or in kind 1 by May 1, 1921. Otherwise the 
question was shelved; and in view of future events it was prob¬ 
ably the greatest blunder of the Congress. Since Germany had 
no idea how much she was eventually to pay, her moral incen¬ 
tive to keep her engagements was naturally vitiated and, worse 
still, her credit was seriously impaired. That Clemenceau was 
helpless in the matter is fairly evident. That Lloyd George should 
have acted according to his own judgment and braved the re- 
Obetade* to suit is a debatable question. But that public opinion was prima- 
responsible for this folly is patent enough. It is all too easy 
cUpwMc to find individual scapegoats. The people of France and England 
m as a whole were not in a mood to allow in some respects a rational 
peace. 

1 As the Commission on Reparations should determine, 
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While the questions of security and reparations were the most 
vital to be dealt with, they were by no means all that taxed the 
ingenuity of these diplomats. Nationalist problems, the League 
of Nations, the question of devising punishment for divers enemy 
nationals—these will be considered presently. To a large extent 
the Congress leaned on the work of commissions, though often 
results were achieved in summary fashion, as when Clemenceau 
drew on a map the “historic frontiers” of Bohemia without any 
regard for ethnological features. In any question of doubt the 
enemy had to pay. 

It is easy to see that the Congress with all its paraphernalia of (#) The 
learning was by no means mmded to shape an equitable peace, and treaties 
it should be added that even if public opinion had allowed them 
to view things broadly, the free judgment of the Congress, or 
rather that of the Council of Four, was somewhat precluded by 
secret treaties into which the Allies had entered during the War. 

France and Russia had agreed to stand on the Rhine frontier for 
France and Russian possession of Constantinople; Italy and 
Roumania had been promised certain territories in order to make 
sure of their coming into the War; and Japan had also received 
promises in order to insure her loyalty to the common cause. 1 
Such procedure may be criticized as premature and as not allowing 
for various factors that would eventually deserve study in a final 
settlement. Yet the making of such deals was quite in accordance 
with custom and if we can place ourselves in the position of those 
who contracted them we may be compelled in all fairness to modify 
our strictures. When the (now defunct) Franco-Russian agree¬ 
ment was signed, the consensus of opinion in Europe was that the 
enemy if beaten must pay the victors with ample concessions. Such 
was the verdict of history, and one does not revolutionize ethics in 
a moment. Furthermore, a division of spoils in advance helped 
to preclude any serious wrangle when the time came to make the 
final settlement at a peace conference. Most of the secret treaties 
were a matter of practical politics. It was important to keep 
Japan loyal and the transfer of the German holdings from one 
power to another did not involve any new encroachment upon 
China, whose sovereignty had long been a fiction. The promises 
to Italy and Roumania are the easiest of all to justify since the 
support of these powers was needed in a critical situation, and, 
a Bee page 660, note, 
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superficially at least, their gains were to be wrested from an 
enemy power. Such transactions were typical of the spirit of 
secret barter which had always characterized international politics, 
but from the standpoint of France and England they did not denote 
more than the solution of certain ugly but practical problems. It 
is manifest, however, that they restricted from the outset Wilson's 
opportunity of following broader principles. True, they should not 
have been a shock to him, for it is fairly certain that he had knowl¬ 
edge at least of the treaty with Italy before he came to the Con¬ 
gress; but they unquestionably added to his difficulties, and his 
efforts to circumvent them threatened the Congress with disrup¬ 
tion. 

By the secret Pact of London Italy had been promised all the 
lands occupied by Italians at the head of the Adriatic, a portion 
of Dalmatia, the southern Tyrol clear through the Brenner Pass, 
the port of Yalona in Albania, the Dodecanese (which she was 
then occupying), and territorial acquisitions in Asia and Africa 
that would approximate such gains as might be made by France 
and England. Some of these spoils would have involved the incor¬ 
poration of several hundred thousand non-Italians, but as most of 
them were subjects of Austria-Hungary and some of them were 
fighting in her armies, it is doubtful if there were any scruples 
harbored at the time. The collapse of Russia, however, led Italy 
to reach an agreement with a committee of Jugoslavs (then looking 
forward to separation from Austria-Hungary) whereby the bound¬ 
ary between Italians and Jugoslavs should be determined along 
nationalists lines; this was when Italy, defeated, was glad to clutch 
at the hope that the Jugoslavs might weaken her powerful neighbor 
by revolt. Then came the dissolution of Austria-Hungary, the 
emergence of a new state, Jugoslavia, on the other side of the 
Adriatic, and the resolution of the Italian government that it 
would now once and for all possess the mastery of that sea. Flushed 
with her sudden military triumph in October, 1918, and strong in 
the pledges which her allies had given her, Italy entered the Con* 
gress of Paris, determined to liquidate everything that had been 
promised her—and more besides. 

It is to be noted that the port of Fiume had not been included in 
the haul assured to Italy by the Pact of London. Fiume was an 
Italian town with a port that was predominantly Slav and—-what 
was chiefly important—the natural outlet on the sea for both 



_ THE RECONSTRUCTION OF EUROPE 693 

Hungary and Jugoslavia, commanding a gap between the moun¬ 
tains, and the actual terminal of railways from Hungary and 
Croatia. Whether there had been any discussion over Fiume in 
1915 we do not know; but when at the Congress of Paris Italy 
presented her claims, they included Fiume. 

Now Wilson had declared in his Fourteen Points for readjust¬ 
ment of the Italian frontier along lines of nationality. Yet when he 
came to Paris he promised the Brenner Pass to Italy, though it 
involved the surrender of 230,000 sturdy German Tyrolese and 
despite the fact that a line (Lawn further south would have sufficed 
for Italy's protection and, while saving some of the Germans, 
would have rendered Austria safe from Italian attack. But when 
it came to Fiume he was adamant. He would not hear of Italy's 
having it, while Orlando, for his part, rejected a proposal that it 
be made a free city under the auspices of the League. Wilson also 
objected with reason to giving Italy as much of Dalmatia as had 
been promised her, though the line that he proposed would have 
handed her as many as 360,000 Slavs. But there was no moving 
Orlando. Clemenceau and Lloyd George, for their part, would 
gladly have supported Wilson in his contentions, but they felt 
their hands to be partially tied by the London Treaty, though 
they welcomed any arrangement that he might make. After several 
weeks of futile discussion Wilson took the unprecedented step of 
appealing over the head of the Italian government to public 
opinion. His language was not offensive and his reasoning seems 
on the whole to have been sound, but such a maneuver only 
infuriated the Italians, though it may have turned general opinion 
against them. Orlando, who was not a skillful political leader, 
immediately left the Congress to go home and insure his credit 
with the Italian people. Thus the Council of Four became for a 
time a Council of Three. 

While the row with Italy was troubling the Congress, a rumpus (*) The 
was also threatened with Japan. This power, in token of her secret ja^n ° f 
treaty with France and Great Britain during the War, 1 demanded 
the transfer of the German interests in Shantung,,and though she 
gave an oral promise that she would eventually restore the lease¬ 
hold to China, she insisted that it should first be given her by the 
German treaty. This position may seem illogical, but the Japanese 
are a sensitive people and they resented the opposition of certain 

1 See page 650, note. 
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sections of American opinion to their appropriation of these prises. 
Wilson, who had cherished the hope of seeing all leaseholds aban¬ 
doned in China, insisted on direct restitution to China, but the 
Japanese stood firm and after several weeks of discussion began to 
press—a little ominously—for an immediate decision. In the end 
Wilson, whom House had been trying to bend to a more concilia¬ 
tory policy, became genuinely afraid that Japan would bolt the 
Congress as Italy had done, and with two of the great Allied Powers 
absent from the roll the League of Nations would have had a 
rather sorry beginning. Hence he yielded the point. It is extremely 
doubtful if Japan had any intention of leaving the Congress, 
though a sudden change of headquarters in Paris lent color to that 
belief. 

It is perhaps remarkable, considering the number of interests 
involved and the uncertain pressure of public opinion, that the 
Congress passed off as smoothly as it did. Even Italy came back 
to the fold when it appeared that her allies were able to get on 
without her and that without their backing she might lose her 
share in “reparations”; there was, besides, the problem of peace 
with Austria which in deference to her had been given considera¬ 
tion simultaneously with the German treaty. 

And now what was to be the reckoning of the vanquished? 

The Peace Treaties 

The long suspense imposed on Germany while her fate was being 
decided was a heavy tax on the endurance of a people already 
suffering from shortage of food as well as economic depression. 
If the new republic which had emerged from the wreck of the 
empire had turned in despair to communism, there is no telling 
what complications might have ensued. Happily by spring this 
danger was averted; and on May 7 (the anniversary of the sinking 
of the Lwitarm) the completed draft of the treaty was read to a 
German deputation which had been summoned to Versailles for 
that purpose. Three weeks were than allowed the German govern¬ 
ment for making any comments they might wish to make in the 
form of an official statement. Naturally the Germans had plenty 
erf objections, and they were careful to point out that the treaty 
did not accord with the Fourteen Points. So great, in fact, was 
the Storm of indignation across the Rhine that Lloyd George was 
afraid that m the end they would not sign, and excitedly urged 
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his colleagues to make concessions. But Wilson was greatly put 
out by the Germans* allusion to the Fourteen Points, to which he 
declared the treaty absolutely adhered, and save for allowing a 
plebiscite in Upper Silesia instead of handing it outright to Poland, 
the Council of Four stuck to the treaty as it stood. 

In very truth the Germans were hesitant about submitting to so 
abject a surrender, and the existing cabinet resigned rather than 



Drawing by Matania, from La Victoire, supplement au Panorama de la Guerra 


The German Delegation at Versailles, Mat 7, 1919 

incur the odium of having done so. But the Congress made it 
clear that refusal would mean invasion, and it soon became ap¬ 
parent that in spite of the public outcry most Germans had decided 
that peace—even so humiliating a peace as this—was preferable to 
the risk of a renewal of war or of a communist revolution. Hence a 
cabinet was formed that was willing to perform the sacrifice, and 
two emissaries came to Versailles, where on June 28, 1919 they 
signed the treaty. The ceremony was performed in the very hall 
of the palace where France was so humiliated in 1871, and as the 
Germans left the palace they were hooted and stoned by a Paris 
mob—perhaps on the whole the most degraded element of human¬ 
ity. But History will not grudge the Germans a measure of satis¬ 
faction. On the eve of the signature the German navy, which had 
been intoned at Scapa Flow under the terms of the armistice, was 
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mysteriously sunk, and some French flags, spoils of the War of 
1870-1, which were to have been restored according to the treaty, 
were burned in Berlin by an excited populace. When Clemenceau, 
whose sense of humor never extended to the Germans, now urged a 
punitive invasion of.the industrial region east of the Rhine, his 
colleagues refused assent. 

Bask The treaty represented two main idea*: a stem and relentless 

mtl^m justice on the basis of the assumption of German guilt and a need 
of protecting Europe against a revival of German ambition. Some 
articles of the treaty, such as those connected with reparations, 
really come under both heads, since they predicated Germany's 
duty to make good the damage she had wrought and were at the 
same time expected to weaken her physical power. To begin with, 
Germany was forced to accept responsibility for the War—a 
ridiculous provision, since a forced acceptance of any idea can have 
no weight whatever. On the score of retributive justice, as well 
as the principle of nationality, she was forced to restore Alsace- 
Lorraine to France, to give up some small districts in the west 
(for Belgium to acquire by plebiscite if she could) 1 and to relinquish 
a large block of territory in the east, most of which was handed to 
Poland, while certain other areas were left to be disposed of by 
plebiscite. She was likewise deprived of her colonies, as well as 
her interests in China and her investment in the Bagdad railroad. 2 
She was compelled to grant certain economic privileges to the 
Allies without reciprocity, and to allow Czechoslovakia to lease a 
zone in each of two German ports. Similarly, the navigation of 
certain German rivers was placed under an international commis¬ 
sion, and the Kiel Canal was declared to be open to the vessels of 
any nation with whom she was at peace. She was also obliged to 
give up (if required) all German property in Allied countries in 
order to liquidate Allied claims, as well as replace the merchant 
vessels destroyed (this was reckoned in tonnage), and make cer¬ 
tain specified deliveries in coal to indemnify certain powers for the 
plunder of their mines as well as other payments in kind, all of 
which was to be credited on her reparation account. She was, 
besides, to support an army of occupation and pay a further in¬ 
demnity the amount of which was to be later determined. It was, 

1 Except one little area which was ceded direct to Belgium. 

* Strictly speaking, the investment of her nationals (condemned under the lujui* 
date provisions), but obviously the railroad was a government interest. 
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finally, on the basis of an avenging justice, that the Kaiser was 
supposed to be handed over for trial on the charge of beginning 
the War, and certain specified officers, alleged to have committed 
atrocities, were also to be surrendered for a like purpose. It may 
be said here that no special effort was made to enforce this provi¬ 
sion. Some of the minor “criminals” were eventually tried by a 
German court, and got off with trifling sentences. As for the 
Kaiser, he was safe in the sanctuary of Hollands Such provisions 
were an example of the hatred engendered by the War. 

On the score of protection against German militarism Germany Criticism 
was limited to an army of 100,000 men including no more than 
4,000 officers, and in order to prevent a continuous change in the 
personnel officers were required to enlist for at least twenty-five 
years and privates for at least twelve. Universal military service 
was thus abolished, and the small army allowed was enjoined to 
devote itself “exclusively to the maintenance of order within the 
territory and to the control of the frontiers.” The navy was simi¬ 
larly reduced and the fortifications of Heligoland dismantled. No 
submarines for any purpose were permitted. Nor were any air 
forces or aircraft allowed. There were even restrictions on the 
manufacture of munitions. Besides all this, Germany was not to 
have any fortifications on the left bank of the Rhine or on the right 
bank within a certain distance of the river. In order to see that 
these measures were enforced the Allies were privileged to keep an 
army of occupation in the territory west of the Rhine as well as 
to hold three bridgeheads on the right bank for a period of fifteen 
years. 

Such were the main provisions of the Treaty of Versailles. It 
was perhaps not more severe than Germany, judging her by the 
Treaty of Brest Litovsk, would have imposed upon the Allies, 
had she been successful; but it was the kind of treaty that has too 
often been inflicted by the conquerors on the conquered because 
they have had the will and the strength to impose such an instru¬ 
ment, and it was unworthy of an age which in less trying times 
had shown a real spirit of humanity. Fundamentally it may be 
criticised on two chief grounds. In the first place, it was, as might 
be expected under the circumstances,, quite at variance with any 
broad principles of equity or justice. Economic privileges were 
exacted without any reciprocity. The late German colonies were 
to be administered theoretically under a new and enlightened 
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regime but no such responsibility was assumed by the victor 
powers for colonies they already had. The principle of nationalist 
self-determination was supposed to justify the liberation of Poles, 
Alsatians, and others, but it was deliberately set at nought when 
it was a question of allowing German Austria to become a part of 
the German Republic. Finally in spite of the “absolute guaran¬ 
tees . . . that national armaments will be reduced to the lowest 
point consistent with national safety,” proposed in the Fourteen 
Points, it may be asserted hei e that no appreciable progress has been 
made in that direction by the victor powers and there is grave 
reason for suspecting their sincerity. Considering that Germany 
understood that she was to receive a treaty based on the Fourteen 
Points, there is some ground for feeling that she has been treated 
with bad faith. 

But the moral defects of the treaty are no more glaring than the 
practical. No great nation like Germany can submit indefinitely 
to discrimination in the matter of armaments and other things. 
Assuming also that colonies are of value to their possessors, it is 
not reasonable that a great people like the Germans should be 
barred from such advantages. Moreover, the splitting of Germany 
in two by the territorial cessions to Poland meant to deal her a 
blow from which her pride could never recover, and there was 
nothing better calculated to induce her to look forward to another 
war. Finally, those provisions which materially lessened her 
natural resources made utterly impossible the idea of collecting a 
huge indemnity, while the very uncertainty of the amount was a 
serious obstacle to the national recovery. One cannot starve a goose 
and expect it to lay golden eggs. 

The Treaty of Versailles was the product of chauvinism or 
exaggerated national interest, prompted by bitter memories and 
to some extent by fear. It laid Germany low as a great power had 
seldom been treated before. She lost in area more than 25,000 
square miles and 6,000,000 people in Europe, while her lost colonies 
totaled 1,000,000 square miles and an estimated population of 
12,000,000. She also gave up a large part of her mineral wealth— 
sixty-five per cent of her iron, for example, and forty per cent of her 
coal—and the loss of certain of her colonies deprived her of all her 
rubber. There is no special need of feeling pity for a nation which 
had been inflated with vanity and over-devoted to its military 
chiefs, but in the interest of the future welfare of the world it 
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would have behooved the Allied Powers—or more truthfully 
public opinion in the Allied nations—to have been more merciful. 1 
The Treaty of Versailles held the germs of another war. 

The treaties with Austria and Hungary (for the Dual Monarchy The Treaty 
was split in twain) were a much less complicated affair. The dis- %, Germain 
solution of the Hapsburg empire and the downfall of the dynasty situation 
had led to the creation of two small republics, Gorman Austria °f Aust ™ i 
and Hungary, corresponding to most of the German and Magyar 
population, and shorn, of course, of all the subject nationalities. 

The very weakness of Austria suggested to her a revival of some 
sort of tariff union with the states which had emerged or become 
aggrandized at her expense, or, better still, a political union with 
Germany. But Italy put her foot down on the former proposition 
—she wanted nothing suggestive of the old Danubian monarchy— 
and it was learned that France would never approve of annexation 
to Germany. The Treaty of Saint Germain, signed September 13, Provision* 
1919, registered Austria’s losses of territory to Italy, Poland, treaty 
Roumania, Jugoslavia, and Czechoslovakia. As in the case of Ger¬ 
many, there was an obligation to pay an unspecified sum in rep¬ 
arations, and certain art treasures long ago taken from Italy were 
to be restored. Her navy was to be surrendered, her army reduced 
to 30,000 men, and a list of “war criminals” indicated for trial. 

She was allowed free access to certain ports on the Adriatic which 
had formerly belonged to her, and a similar right was accorded to 
Czechoslovakia, Finally, lest Austria try to better her position 
by joining Germany, she had to promise to “abstain from any 
act which might . . . compromise her independence.” Even the 
name, “Republic of Austria” was imposed upon her in place of 
“German Austria,” which she had preferred. To this ludicrous 
pass had fallen the principle of self-determination! 

There was no power more shattered by the war than Austria. Plight of 
Reduced to a population of about 6,000,000 with a capital number- Au9tria 
ing over 2,000,000, Austria was obviously top-heavy. She was a 
poor country, mountainous and relatively unproductive, yet 
bound to support a great metropolis. She had been left no terri¬ 
tories on the sea, thus suffering now, like Hungary, the fate which 
they had once imposed upon Serbia. Much of her former wealth 
and splendor had been drawn from Czechoslovakia (formerly 

1 Fop a more favorable view of the Treaty of Versailles than taken here see Slosson, 

Twentieth Century Europe ) p. 460. 
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Bohemia) where many of the aristocracy had held lands and which, 
as before remarked, had been the industrial heart of the Hapsburg 
realm. Now not only wealth but normal means of subsistence 
were cut off. Vienna, long the capital of the world of music and 
perhaps the leading center of medical science, as well as a city of 
unique charm, was now condemned to progressive decline. Truly 
Berchtold had put up tremendous stakes when he forced war upon 
Serbia in July, 1914, and terrible indeed was the cost. 

The treaty with Hungary was a much longer time in being pre¬ 
pared than that with' Austria, chiefly because Hungary became a 
prey to internal disorders. An amendment to the armistice to the 
end of allowing Czechoslovaks and Roumans to occupy certain 
zones peopled almost entirely by Magyars had caused grave 
disquiet, and the premiei, Karolyi, being unable to get satisfaction 
from Paris and therefore become distasteful to a people embittered 
by defeat, decided at length to resign, though it was evident that 
he was handing over his country to the communists. During the 
following three months Hungary passed through a terrible period 
marked by the communistic experiments of a Jewish adventurer, 
Bela Kun, and finally by war with Czechoslovakia and Roumania. 
The Czechoslovaks managed with the aid of the French to repel 
invasion and stopped at that, but the Roumanians, who were 
more than ready to do police duty for the Allies, eventually got 
quite out of hand, and, disregarding an order to halt, continued 
their march to Budapest, plundering as they went. The com¬ 
munist regime immediately collapsed, and a reactionary govern¬ 
ment was established. Hungary proclaimed herself a kingdom and 
was henceforth ruled by a regent, though expediency seemed to 
forbid the restoration of the Hapsburgs. Meanwhile, the country 
being pacified, she received her belated reckoning, known as the 
Treaty of Trianon, June 4,1920, signed like the Austrian treaty in 
a palace near Paris. In most respects it followed the lines of the 
Austrian treaty. Hungary, like Austria, lost her subject national¬ 
ities and even some of her own people. The general effect of the 
War was not, however, as serious as was the case with her former 
partner, for Hungary has at least abundant food supply. But 
thrust back from the sea and robbed of her former greatness, Hun¬ 
gary has never ceased to mourn. Three statues in a garden in 
Budapest, representing her lost provinces, remind one of the sym¬ 
bol of France’s grief over Alsace-Lorraine. 
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Bulgaria had hoped, like Austria, to get off with an easy sentence The Treaty 
by blaming her troubles on a previous regime. Ferdinand had °* Neuillv 
abdicated, and it was insisted that he was the cause of all her woes. 

But the victors brushed aside her arguments, and she had to be 
content with a settlement which through force of circumstances 
was somewhat less ruinous than those which had been handed to 
her allies. The Treaty of Neuilly, November 27, 1919 (signed 
before the Treaty of Trianon) trimmed her frontier,? to the advan¬ 
tage of Jugoslavia and especially of Greece, who extended her 
holdings in Thrace. This latter cession cut off Bulgaria from the 
Jlgean—thus depriving her of the window which «he had obtained 
in the Balkan War—though she was guaranteed an economic 
outlet. In the matter of an indemnity and of the size of the army 
the treaty followed the lines of the others. From having been the 
strongest state in the Balkans Bulgaria fell to the position of a 
third-class power. 

The reckoning with Turkey came last of all, for it had been TheTreatiee 
hoped that Wilson might persuade American opinion to accept a 
mandate over the Turks, and there were also questions involved iau5<wne 
on which agreement proved to be difficult. Early in the War the 
expulsion of the Turk from Europe had been taken for granted. 

Now, it seemed, had come the time to mete out historic justice 
and solve the age-old Eastern Question. Just how it was to be 
solved was a more difficult consideration, but there had been 
general agreement that Russia should at last possess Constantino- ThejrohUn 
pie, this object being consecrated in an inter-Allied agreement tie EaSlm 
during the spring of 1915. Later on it was announced that Greece Q ue8tion 
should profit largely by the expected dissolution of the Ottoman 
Empire, acquiring at least eastern Thrace and the Turkish islands 
of the iEgean; and the Arabs—who had been encouraged by Great 
Britain to revolt—were to form an independent state out of 
Arabia. Even the Armenians had been promised independence 
after the War. The liquidation of Asiatic Turkey had interested 
the Great Powers as well. By various agreements Russia, France, 
and Great Britain had carved out for themselves certain portions 
of the country as spheres of interest, and subsequently room was 
made for Italy. But Russia, of course, forfeited all her hopes 
when she “went Bolshevik” and withdrew from the War. 

The defection of Russia reopened the question of the disposition 
of Constantinople. It would be no solution to give it to Greece, 
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The question since Bulgaria's antagonism would then be assured, and this would 

°IanSnople make the Balkan situation all the more difficult. And, of course, 
neither Great Britain nor France would allow the other to possess 
it. But circumstances were apparently playing to the advantage 
of the Turks. Lloyd George's “diplomatic offensive," as we have 
seen, had assured the Turks against expulsion from Europe, and 
Wilson's Fourteen Points had had much the same effect. It is true 
that after the armistice when a British naval force (much to the 
disquiet of the French) had taken over Constantinople, Lloyd 
George turned one of his frequent somersaults and said that “there 
must be a new porter at the gate"; and subsequently it was hoped 
that the United States would take a mandate over Turkey, includ¬ 
ing the Straits. But when it was made certain that American 
opinion would not countenance this experiment, Lloyd George 
and Clemenceau definitely decided that the Turks should retain 
the city. Great Britain had become convinced that dispossession 
of the Turks might be sharply resented by her eight million Mos¬ 
lems in India, and France felt that it might be well in view of her 
large holding of Turkish bonds to keep the Sultan in Europe where 
responsibility could be more easily fixed. Thus the question of 
Constantinople was to be solved by letting the Turks retain it 
after all. 

The question Meanwhile the question of the disposal of the rest of the Otto- 

0 / Smyrna man Empire had received a good deal of attention. The with¬ 
drawal of Russia had canceled the secret agreements, though 
Lloyd George had thought at one time during the Congress of 
buying off Italy's designs upon Fiume with something additional 
in Asia Minor. Unfortunately in a pinch neither France nor Great 
Britain wanted to part with anything, and though an Italian force 
had landed at Adalia in Asia Minor, it looked as if Italy, in the 
thick of the Fiume crisis, might lose out entirely. Then, to make 
confusion worse confounded, the Greeks, during Orlando's absence 
from Paris, made a descent upon Smyrna with the connivance of 
the remaining members of the Council of Four. As Smyrna was the 
commercial center of Asia Minor and the natural outlet for the 
Turks of Anatolia, its permanent possession by Greeks would 
seriously threaten to strangle the prosperity of these regions. 
It also belonged in the sphere of interest orginaUy allotted to 
Italy, who may now have begun to regret her spectacular strike 
against the Congress. When Orlando returned to Paris, he was 
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assured that this maneuver did not signify anything definite, and 
haggling went on as before, Lloyd George now leaning toward a 
cession of Fiume to Italy if she would forgo all gains in Asia Minor, 
but no agreement could be reached. Meanwhile Balfour had 
pointed out that the most any of the powers could expect was a 
sphere of interest under the qualifying influence of a “mandate,” 
and it was perhaps the lowered value of the stock that may account 
for Italy’s failure to resent the intrigue with the Greeks. In any 
case little headway was made on the Turkish problem before 
Wilson took his departure and the Council of Four broke up. But 
it is interesting to observe that on learning of the final decision to 
keep the Turk in Constantinople Wilson vehemently protested— 
though, of course, in vain, since by this time the United States had 
washed her hands of Europe. 

Agreement was finally reached between the other three powers The Treaty 
in April, 1920, and the Treaty of Sevres in August was the result, °^ m8 
By this settlement Turkey was compelled to relinquish her remain¬ 
ing islands (the Dodecanese went to Italy, Cyprus to Great Britain, 
and the rest to Greece), cede eastern Thrace (including Adrianople) 
to Greece, recognize the independence of the Arabs and Armenians, 
and grant at least autonomy to the Kurds, a nomad people in 
upper Mesopotamia. Smyrna and its immediate hinterland were 
given to Greece to administer for five years after which a plebiscite 
was to be held to determine its ultimate disposition—of which 
there was little uncertainty, since the Greeks easily predominated. 

Practically all that was left to Turkey were Anatolia and the city The 
of Constantinople with a hinterland of a few miles. Her population 
was reduced from twenty-one to five millions. Nor was this all. 

Besides the usual punitive clauses to be found in the other treaties, of the treaty 
Turkey’s finances were to be placed under the control of a com¬ 
mission (composed of representatives of France, Italy, and Great 
Britain), and the Straits (which were to be unfortified) were 
to be placed under the general charge of an international com¬ 
mission. Nothing was said in the treaty of spheres of interest, 
but on the same day France, Great Britain, and, Italy entered 
a tripartite agreement, staking of! their preserves. The Sultan 
signed the Treaty of Sevres, as he saw nothing else to do. But 
the Turks of Anatolia showed an unexpected resistance under a 
leader worthy of their trust, Mustapha Kemal. They repudiated 
the Treaty of Sevres and the authority of the Sultan who had 
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signed it. More than that, they threatened France's position in 
Syria and they were equally resolved to dislodge the Greeks. 
While the Greeks, contrary to the Treaty of S&vres, had extended 
their sphere of operations in Asia Minor, they were the only ones 
who could be depended upon to defend the Treaty of Sevres, and it 
was not long before the Powers saw that its revision was inevitable. 

But the plot soon thickened instead of abated. Counting on 
British approval and now receiving orders from Constantine, who 
had just recovered his throne, the Greeks pressed far into the in¬ 
terior, even threatening Angora, the new capital of the revived 
Turkey. Fortunately for Turkey neither France nor Italy ap¬ 
proved of the turn of affairs. Italy had never wanted the Greeks 
in Asia Minor since they were treading on a sphere she had wanted 
herself. France had a special antipathy to Constantine and was 
highly indignant with England, whom she blamed for her difficul¬ 
ties in Syria, suspected of stealing a march on her in Constantinople 
(Great Britain headed the financial commission, though the French 
held sixty-five per cent of the Turkish bonds), and accused of in¬ 
trigues with the Germans on the question of reparations. To make 
matters worse, French forces had been beaten back by the Turks 
from the region to the north of Syria, a part of France's “sphere.” 
The result was that France compounded with Kemal, accepting a 
narrower zone of influence, and supplied him with ammunition 
to use against the Greeks. The tide of fortune then turned. The 
Greeks were badly defeated and even driven from Smyrna, which 
in the course of the m616e was almost totally destroyed. Flushed 
with triumph, Kemal then directed his course toward Constanti¬ 
nople, which was defended by only a small British force. It was 
a most serious crisis for British prestige, and it led to the downfall 
of Lloyd George, who for once had overreached himself; but with 
French mediation an armistice was signed, and an understanding 
Treaty of reached. By the Treaty of Lausanne, July 24,1923, all the Turks' 

Lamanm demands were met. They recovered eastern Thrace, the Smyrna 

region, Armenia, and Kurdistan; and both the hated Capitulations 
and the more recent financial encroachments on their sovereignty 
were formally abolished. By the Convention of the Straits* signed 
the same day, the Dardanelles and Bosphorus were to be unfor¬ 
tified, opened to neutral vessels during peace or war, and placed 
uniter the supervision of an international commission responsible 
to the League of Nations. 
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Thus the efforts of the Allies to solve the Eastern Question had 
ended in a ridiculous fiasco. True, the Greeks had acquired some 
islands and the Arabs their independence, but the poor Armenians 
were once more thrust back on the mercy of the Turk, and, save 
for the new status of the Straits, the new Turkey was sovereign 
in the fullest sense of the word. The most that Italy was able to 
secure in Asia Minor were some voluntary concessions; while 
some very extensive grants to an American syndicate showed that 
Kemal meant to avoid at least the more dangerous promoters of 
economic imperialism. But it the Eastern Question was not pre¬ 
cisely at an end, Turkey may be now regarded as an Asiatic power, 
and there is ground for believing that her influence in the Balkans 
is at an end. To a large extent the Turks themselves have solved 
the Eastern Question. 

It was nationalism which had played its part in the dissolution 
of the Ottoman Empire—a fact recognized by the Turks themselves 
in their cry, “The Ottoman Empire is dead. Long live Turkey! ” 
And it is time now to give some attention to the principle of 
nationality insofar as it directly inspired the work of the Congress. 

Nationalist Problems and Their Solution 

The Great War was to a great extent a triumph of the principle 
of nationality. Nations like Italy and Roumania had redeemed 
their lost brethren; new nations like Czechoslovakia and Poland 
had arisen; and even semi-civilized people like the Arabs had won 
a degree of recognition. 1 The collapse of empires had involved a 
tremendous nationalist upheaval. 

It might at first be thought that the map of Europe could very 
well be drawn on the basis of nationality. Since this principle had 
come to possess a peculiar sanctity, and since the forces behind it 
were powerful enough in most cases to liquidate their claims, why 
not slip each nationality into its compartment and thus dispose 
of the ugly problem for all time? But there were several considera¬ 
tions winch influenced the Congress in a contrary direction. These 
considerations or factors were four in number. * 

In the first place there was the balance of power. Ever anxious 
over the problem of her security, France refused to allow Germany 
to acquire the Austrian Germans, since to do so would have 
strengthened her territorially. For the same fundamental reason 

* la the so-called kingdom of the Hedjaa. 


New 

position of 
Turkey 


Triumph of 
nationalism 
in the War 


Difficulties 
m the way 
of solution 



706 


A SHORT HISTORY OF MODERN EUROPE 


she supported Polish claims to territory occupied by Russians and 
Lithuanians, since she looked upon Poland as her outpost in the 
east. To balance Europe against Germany—not the present but a 
potential Germany—was the constant aim of Paris. 

In the second place historic claims were advanced as a counter¬ 
weight to the principle of nationality. Since Venice had once 
possessed Dalmatia, Italy, the heir of Venice, should now possess 
it. France’s possession of the Saar basin was urged partly on the 
ground that it had belonged to France in 1814. The Poles, on 
their side, wished to revive their ancient slate to its former extent, 
though this would have meant the incorporation of millions of 
non-Poles, and even as it was, they were allowed to take Galicia, 
which in population was more than two thirds Ruthenian. But the 
historical factor, king purely romantic, had consciously little 
importance with the peace-makers, though it undoubtedly whetted 
the ardor of the acquisitive power in question. 

In the third place, there were geographical considerations which 
challenged the nationalist principle. In the case of Fiume, which 
was perhaps three-fifths Italian and Smyrna, which was predom¬ 
inantly Greek, such ports were needed by the hinterland for com¬ 
mercial purposes. Czechoslovakia needed or thought she needed 
an outlet on the Danube, though such a reach would gather in a 
goodly number of Magyars; and to get valleys offering inter¬ 
communication for her Slovaks she required the accession of 
additional Magyar districts. Sometimes it w r as a case of a mountain 
boundary desired for strategic reasons. Thus Italy demanded the 
Brenner Pass as security against a Germany which might some 
time acquire Austria; and also for strategic reasons she wished to 
dominate the Adriatic. Czechoslovakia desired to fill her historic 
semicircle, the inner rim of which was German, because thus she 
could assure herself of a mountain barrier against Germany. ■ 

In Hie fourth place there were nationalities badly situated or so 
intermingled with one another that it was difficult if not impossible 
to draw satisfactory lines of demarcation. A large block of Magyars 
in the Carpathians was inevitably cut off from the rest of this ethnic 
group, simply because they formed a sort of island in a Roumanian 
sea. In the so-called Banat of Temesvar, a very rich region, watered 
by the river Theiss and its tributaries, Roumans and Serbs were 
so mixed up that any clean line of division was quite impossible, 
and the result of partition was to award the eastern third to 
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Roumania and the western two thirds to Jugoslavia. In Mace¬ 
donia, “the witch’s cauldron,” there was a medley of nationalities, 
and even to experts it is a puzzle how to classify its people. There 
were Greeks who belonged to the religious jurisdiction of the Bul¬ 
garian Church, and people of Bulgarian extraction who talked 
Greek. Such cases could be decided only roughly, and it would be 
impossible not to avoid subjecting people of one nationality to the 
authority of another. 

Finally there were backward peoples—--outside of Europe—who 
were not culturally ready for independence, and would seem to 
require the rule or at least the guiding hand of a more civilized 
power. What of them? 

The Congress, equipped witti its score or more of experts, worked Compromise 
hard on solving these problems. In some particulars, as we have fi^pUbiacUe 
intimated, consideration for the balance of power or for the geo- zonea 
graphical interests of some power on the winning side was allowed 
to have precedence over the principle of nationality. It was on 
such grounds that Italy and Czechoslovakia acquired Germans. 

In some cases plebiscites were held*—usually in the hope of detach¬ 
ing more people from the German Empire. Two districts in the 
west, after a badly conducted plebiscite, voted for union with 
Belgium. Of two areas near the Danish frontier one (in north 
Schleswig) voted for union with Denmark, while the other voted 
to remain with Germany. Two areas in East Prussia voted also in 
favor of Germany. The case of Upper Silesia was long undecided. («) Case of 
The plebiscite resulted in a large majority for Germany, though sSSSa 
certain sections had voted overwhelmingly Polish. The Poles, 
therefore, demanded a division, and it was highly significant that 
the Polish section held most of the coal mines. After a great deal 
of controversy, in which France and Great Britain were ranged on 
opposite sides, a division was made by an agreement in 1922, 
following the recommendations of the League of Nations, as far 
as possible along the lines suggested by the recent vote, but since 
the whole of Upper Silesia was an economic unit, a special regime 
was established which should preserve it as such for a period of 
fifteen years. In the case of the little region of Teschen claimed by 
both Poland and Czechoslovakia a division was arranged which of * 
awarded to Czechoslovakia most of its coal, while the city itself 
was divided. “The larger and western portion of the town,” 
wrote Dr. Bowman, the American geographer, “goes to Poland, 
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but the western part with the railway station goes to the Czechs; 
the electric light plant goes to the one state but the gas works to 
the other, and I do not recall what has become of the municipal 
water works. This judgment of Solomon is a curious monument 
of the wisdom of diplomats.” 

There was, however, one spot which seemed to defy absolute 
possession by any power or any practicable mode of division, and 
that was Danzig. The population of the city was overwhelmingly 
German; yet, situated as it was at the mouth of Vistula, it was 
Poland’s natural port. The commission which studied the Polish 
question for the Congress recommended that Danzig be given to 
Poland outright, and this view had the backing of Wilson and 
Clemenceau, but Lloyd George’s bargaining propensities were 
thereby offended, and the result was a curious compromise. Danzig 
with some territory around it was erected as a free state under the 
guardianship of the League, which should appoint a high commis¬ 
sioner as the chief of its government. To Poland, however, special 
rights were granted—free use of the harbor, untrammeled trade 
with the city, and the charge of its foreign relations. It is the irony 
of history or diplomacy that Poland has since founded a new port 
on the Baltic, and the prosperity of Danzig has consequently 
declined. But the whole problem of trying to do justice to both 
Poles and Germans was one of the thorniest of the Congress. 
Geographical considerations were arrayed against each other. It 
seemed to be a case of giving Poland her natural access to the sea 
through a belt indisputably Polish (the so-called “ Polish Corri¬ 
dor”) and thus of dividing Germany into two, or of sacrificing 
some Poles to Germany and giving Poland the awkwardly situated 
port of Memel, far to the east (also, incidentally, a German town). 
In the present juncture the rights of the numerically superior 
Poles, who were also prot£g£s of the Allies, were preferred-to those 
of the Germans. Considering the greater size and importance of 
Germany and the fact that a territorial unity, more than a century 
old, was thus disrupted, it was not, perhaps, a very practical set¬ 
tlement. 

While the questions of Danzig and the Polish Corridor were 
settled without serious friction because one of the interested 
parties, Germany, was helpless to put up a fight, it was otherwise 
sometimes with some of the smaller nations which had arisen out 
of the War. Lithuania, a state which had emerged from the wreck 
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of Russia, demanded the port of Memel, which had been taken 
from Germany and held by some French troops in the name of 
the Congress of Paris while its disposition was still unsettled. 
When the matter dragged on without decision Lithuania suddenly 
expelled the French and seized possession of the town, and this 
fait accompli actually received, under certain conditions, the ap¬ 
proval of the Allied Powers. In the case of Viln$, the object of a 
long dispute between Poland and Lithuania the League of Nations 
failed lamentably to settle the question, and Polish possession of 
the town rests on force pure and simple. 

The disposal of Fiume was also settled outside the Congress and 
without the intervention of the Allied Powers. We shall not enter 
into the numerous efforts made to solve this vexing question. 
Italy returned to the Congress when she saw that it could get 
along without her and that she was liable to lose her share in 
reparations. Since, however, no amount of parleying could satisfy 
public opinion, Orlando was overthrown, and his successor, Nitti, 
sought by various subterfuges to get what Italy wanted. Among 
other things the poet, d’Annunzio, with the connivance of the 
Italian government, crossed the Adriatic with a band of volunteers 
and seized Fiume, where he proceeded to set up a provisional gov¬ 
ernment. Finally, Wilson having departed for America for good, 
Clemenceau and Lloyd George washed their hands of the whole 
matter. The question was, in fact, left entirely to negotiation 
between Italy and Jugoslavia. In 1924 Fiume with some territory 
around was constituted a free state, but this settlement broke 
down for various reasons, and finally by the Treaty of Rome in 
1928 the little state was divided between the rivals, Italy obtaining 
the city itself. The margin of advantage which Italy obtained was 
a testimony of the strength of a great power rather than an ex¬ 
ample of the collective wisdom of the appointed peace-makers of 
Europe. 

But while investigations or compromises might settle many of 
the disputes, there was still the case of nationalities who were 
forced through the factors we have discussed to remain under alien 
rule. What should be done with them to insure their happiness 
and protection? There were three expedients tried. In the first 
place, the method of migration was encouraged where possible. 
This was not, of course, practicable in the case of the Magyar 
population in Roumania, but arrangements were made by the 
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Treaty of Neuilly for the migrations of Greeks and Bulgars to their 
respective countries, and later some plans were carried through by 
the League of Nations to further the transfer of Greeks to Turkey 
and Turks to Greece, ample means being taken to see that neither 
suffered materially by the change of abode. Such procedure was 
purely voluntary on the part of the peoples concerned, but insofar 
as it is practicable, it is probably the best approach to a solution of 
the problem. 

A second device was one sponsored by President Wilson, and 
that was the incorporation in the treaties with Austria, Hungary, 
Bulgaria, and Turkey, as well as in special treaties With Poland, 
Czechoslovakia, Jugoslavia, and Roumania special guarantees that 
subject nationalities should possess full religious freedom, unre¬ 
stricted use of their language (which meant also instruction in that 
language in the schools where they were in the majority), and 
political rights equal to those of other citizens. Such a principle 
had in a measure been adopted by the Congress of Berlin in the 
case of some of the Balkan states, but there had been no machinery 
to enforce it, and it had remained a dead letter. Now, however, 
the League of Nations was empowered to take cognizance of all 
cases of violation of the agreements conferring these guarantees. 
While such provisions could hardly be forced on the nations which 
had freed themselves from Russia, the Baltic states were admitted 
to membership in the League itself only on condition of giving 
satisfactory evidence of treating well their ethnic minorities, 
though there are unfortunately no safeguards for the future. It 
is an interesting fact that some of the new nations protested 
against the compulsion to adopt these guarantees on the ground 
that they were a derogation of sovereignty, and it was incon¬ 
veniently pointed out by Roumania that the Great Powers them¬ 
selves should just as fairly* take this obligation upon themselves. 
What about the Germans in the Tyrol, or Mexican communities 
in the United States? It was eloquent of the fact that the vic¬ 
torious Allies imposed their righteous experiments on the weaker 
powers alone. 

Considering the inflammable material involved in any na¬ 
tionalist question, it Would seem that, at first at least, the new 
guarantees Worked fairly well. There was trouble, it is true, in 
Poland over her attempted eviction of the Germans who had ac¬ 
quired land in Prussia’s colonization schemes, but the matter was 
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finally settled with a fair amount of justice; there was much dis¬ 
crimination against the Jews in various countries, and some serious 
cases of friction in the Balkans; but the vigilant eye of the League 
usually ferreted out abuses, and the publicity which naturally at¬ 
tended the more flagrant examples were an aid in securing redress. 

In 1920 the Council of the League decided that petitions might 
be received from minorities having grievances, and it subsequently 
refused to rescind this action, as demanded by Czechoslovakia and 
Poland. But it is said that in recent years the Council has been less 
serious in its obligations. What is everybody’s business is nobody’s 
business, and the Great Powers (one of whom has been oppressing 
a nationalist minority) are interested rather in questions more 
vital to themselves. Thus, stales with “ protected ” minorities have 
been free to try a policy of assimilation—the very thing forbidden 
by public law. Perhaps the most flagrant abuses have been in 
Roumania, where the Magyars have constantly complained of 
discrimination against their interests, and in Jugoslavia where all 
Macedonians are looked upon as Serb despite Bulgarian sympathies. 

No doubt the permanent value of the guarantees for nationalist 
minorities depends somewhat on the prestige which the League 
itself may possess, and that, of course, depends on the u Great 
Powers.” 

The same may be said of the scheme concocted for the protection The mandate 
of backward peoples. The mandate system was devised for certain ^ward 
peoples whose stage of civilization did not seem to warrant in- P^rt* 8 
dependence, and who therefore needed the guidance of a more 
civilized power; or to put it from another standpoint it was de¬ 
vised to prevent certain backward peoples from becoming subjects, 
without restriction, of some colonizing power who might readily 
seek to exploit them. The origins of the scheme are not entirely 
clear. There had, however, been cases where Great Britain and the 
United States had respectively exercised a temporary protectorate 
for the good of the peoples concerned, and theoretically Leopold of 
Belgium had administered the Congo Free State under conditions 
(laid down by an international congress) which safeguarded the 
interests of both the natives and the other powers. Lloyd George, 
before the opening of the Congress of Paris, had announced apropos 
of the German colonies that the wishes and interests of the natives 
should receive first consideration, and General Smuts, the premier 
of South Africa, had worked out a scheme which to a large extent 
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was ultimately adopted. When the Congress met, however, it 
was Wilson who became the sponsor for the proposed innovation. 
Instead of allowing the German colonies and certain regions of the 
Ottoman Empire to be handed over as spoils to the victor powers, 
who in most cases had already occupied them, he proposed that 
these lands, inhabited by “backward peoples" should be placed 
under the tutelage of powers who should be regarded as trustees 
under the League of Nations. It was assumed that such people 
were potential if not actual nationalities and that it was the duty 
of the tutelary power to prepare them for ultimate independence. 

The proposal was not received with much enthusiasm, and, but 
for Wilson's persistence, might have died an early death. Some of 
these lands had already been allocated by secret treaties negotiated 
during the War; others had at least been occupied and in some 
cases the occupant had incurred considerable expense in establish¬ 
ing a semblance of order. In spite of the pronouncement of Lloyd 
George it developed that some of the dominions—notably Aus¬ 
tralia and New Zealand—were vehement in demanding downright 
annexation of the German colonies, and now Lloyd George, much 
impressed by dominion opinion as well as habitually prone to 
change his mind, gave some support to their views. France and 
Japan also preferred annexation, though they did not make it an 
issue, Clemenceau only insisting that France should have the right 
of raising native armies in any land under her mandate. After 
Lloyd George had paraded the dominion premiers before a meeting 
of the Council of Ten, it was decided to accept a compromise pro¬ 
posed by General Smuts, which would enable the recalcitrant 
powers to obtain what they wanted under a system closely ap¬ 
proximating annexation. The territories to be disposed of were 
divided into three categories “A," “B," and “C." In every case 
the power acquiring one of these regions was supposed to hold a 
“mandate" from the League of Nations, which implied that the 
“mandatory" power accepted “the principle that the well-being 
and development of such peoples form a sacred trust of civilisa¬ 
tion, securities for the performance of this trust being embodied 
in the Covenant." But whereas in the case of the A group the 
mandatory power was merely to “assist with advice" the native 
government, in respect to the B group it should take full responsi¬ 
bility of administration, subject only to certain guarantees like the 
maintenance of the open door and the prohibition of certain prac- 
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tices to the detriment of the natives, and in the case of the C group 
because of such circumstances as “the sparseness of their popula¬ 
tion” or “their small size” or “their remoteness from the centers 
of civilization” or “their geographical contiguity to the territory 
of the mandatory” the mandatory might rule them as part of its 
own territory. In each and every case, however, the mandatory 
power should present an annual report to the Council of the 
League of Nations; and a “permanent mandates commission,” 
appointed by that body, was subsequent Jy established to exercise 
a general supervision o\er the work. Special mandates were 
drafted in the case of each mandated region, but except for the 
privilege which France secured in two instances of recruiting 
natives for service outside of \frica in the event of a general war, 
the mandates in each group were fairly uniform. Many indeed 
of the original arrangements had been decided by the Powers 
themselves before the League of Nations began to function. 

It was so in respect to the distribution of mandates. The power 
exercising this tutelary privilege might well have been chosen 
finally by the League or at least by the Congress itself after careful 
consideration. But in some cases agreements had already been 
reached between the powers most interested, and the disposition 
of the Ottoman mandates were left to be finally settled along with 
the Turkish treaty. France secured Syria and the Lebanon in 
Class A and the greater part of the Cameroons and Togoland in 
Class B. Great Britain obtained Palestine, Transjordania, and 
Mesopotamia (or Iraq) in Class A and most of German East Africa 
(rechristened Tanganyika) and small portions of the Cameroons 
and Togoland in Class B. Belgium also received a small slice of 
German East Africa, known as Ruanda-Urundi in Class B. In the 
C group Australia acquired German New Guinea; New Zealand, 
German Samoa; The Union of South Africa, German Southwest 
Africa; and Japan, the German islands north of the Equator (save 
the little island of Nauru, which went to Great Britain). 

It is perhaps too early to decide whether the system is a success. 
When the Union of South Africa came under criticism for her 
handling of Southwest Africa, the intervention of the League pro¬ 
duced salutary results. Experience with the territories taken from 
Turkey (all in Class A) has greatly varied, for France was severely 
censured in 1926 for her handling of Syria, whereas Great Britain 
has, in general, got on pretty well, though it is evident that the 
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Arabs resent the term, “mandate” and those in Iraq welcomed 
the idea of a treaty governing their relations with Great Britain. 
Such a treaty—giving the mandatory substantial control over 
military, financial, and foreign affairs—was signed in 1922 and 
renewed in 1925, but terminated in 1932, when Iraq was admitted 
to membership in the League of Nations. Perhaps Iraq may be 
considered the first of the mandated states to have “ grown up.” 1 
A palpable weakness of the system is the fact that complaints from 
a “mandated” region can be presented only through the medium 
of the mandatory. In the aforesaid case of Southwest Africa the 
mandates commission took the initiative and conducted an in¬ 
vestigation. Though logically, of course, the whole system should 
have been applied to the colonies of a similar character already 
governed by a European power, the very fact that mandatory 
powers have to watch their steps should naturally have the effect 
of making these same powers more considerate of the natives who 
are elsewhere in their charge. And it is undoubtedly true that 
many real improvements have been introduced in the mandated 
regions. Both France and Great Britain have done much for the 
health and education of their charges, and both have expended 
large sums in public works in these lands, and apart from some of 
the Arabs, who are a warlike and difficult people bitten with the 
idea of independence, and the Druses of Syria whom France need¬ 
lessly offended, there seems to be no great evidence of discontent 
among the mandated peoples, even if there is no more than the 
customary passivity. It may be, of course, that restiveness under 
a foreign administrator will increase in proportion as the people 
of the mandated regions become civilized—a fact which would 
not prove the incompetence of the mandatory power. “The 
[maitdate] commission has urged “writes Quincy Wright,” and the 
mandatories have agreed that native customs and institutions be 
utilized as much as possible and developed to meet new conditions 
rather than destroyed. This is obviously the sane way of meeting 
the native problem.” On the whole, the system seems to be work¬ 
ing better with time and experience. Certainly, the principle that 
the more advanced powers holding these regions are stewards who 

1 Though supposed now to be independent, Iraq nevertheless agreed to allow 
transit facilities for British armies and also to engage British subjects as military 
instructors. While the British have honestly observed the spirit of their mandate, 
it may be questioned whether the freedom of action which they assumed was per¬ 
missible under the Covenant. 
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are supposed to give primary consideration to the welfare of the 
natives and give a regular account of such stewardship is a new 
note in imperialism. 

The policy of the Congress of Paris in dealing with nationalism Neglect 
may be subjected to much criticism, and in some cases its at- 0 / C onomic 
tempted solutions have given rise to fresh problems. Yet, if we factor 
grant that, in allowing new nations to form, it was simply surren¬ 
dering to natural forces, it did succeed in a measure in finding some 
healing processes that would prevent an unnatural condition from 
becoming an open sore. The most serious criticism which may be 
brought against its work-in this sphere as in the treatment of 
enemy countries—was its failure to give adequate attention to 
economic factors. It could not be helped that the new national 
frontiers cut across long established economic units, but the same 
wisdom which prescribed guarantees for nationalist minorities 
should have prevented the erection of tariff barriers. In this wise 
much of the economic distress of central and eastern Europe could 
have been averted. In the meantime, how much nationalism would 
really be held in check for its own and the general good must 
depend on the actual strength of an incipient internationalism. 

On the value of the League of Nations would the greatness of the 
Congress of Paris chiefly rest. 

The League of Nations 

The idea of a league of nations to watch over the peace of Europe Origins 
had been attempted, as we have noticed, after the Congress of 
Vienna, but the failure of the Concert of Europe to effectuate any¬ 
thing practical put the idea into abeyance for almost a century. 

Yet international co-operation for disposing of certain problems 
was frequently manifested at different times, and the Hague Tri¬ 
bunal was the result of efforts to solve the problem of peace. When 
the Great War showed the inadequacy of such efforts, it was 
natural for a new movement to arise to lessen the dangers inherent 
in the political fabric, which under the strain of international 
rivalries had proved to be nothing less than world anarchy. 

The movement which led to the formation of the League of 
Nations did not emanate originally from Wilson’s imagination. 

In the last years of the War there was much talk both in America 
and England about the advisability of forming all the powers into 
some sort of organization designed to insure peace. The calamity 
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of 1914 must never again be allowed to happen. The idea of pre¬ 
venting such catastrophes in future was born of the horror which 
the Great War had brought to the hearts of men. In America 
there was a society formed, called the League to Enforce Peace, 
which carried on an extensive propaganda. The idea naturally 
appealed to Wilson; and the more he thought of it, the more he 
determined to give it the foremost plac< in the program he hoped 
to put through at the peace. He first made this clear in a speech 
during May, 1916, before the League to Enforce Peace, and the 
idea was, after all, but an elaboration and extension of the plans he 
had long been harboring for North and South America. Then, too, 
he had been encouraged by a letter from Grey to House, which 
had looked forward to some species of international organization. 
Inevitably such a plan took its place as one of the Fourteen Points, 
and it was stressed in the speech in which he presented the Points 
to Congress. But oddly enough, Wilson himself did not contribute 
anything original to the organization of the League, and the ten¬ 
tative scheme he brought to Paris was that of his friend, House, 
who had read and carefully digested the plans of otheis. Then in 
Paris he became acquainted with a project of General Smut’s, and 
revised his scheme, while still another plan emanated from Lord 
Robert Cecil, a member of the British delegation; and eventually 
the Hurst-Miller draft (Hurst and Miller were legal advisers of the 
British and American legations respectively) was grounded on 
these various schemes and became the basis of discussion at the 
Congress. 

The question was bound, of course, to cause considerable specu¬ 
lation, and both its importance and its scope, as well as its attend¬ 
ant details were matters to be determined. France had welcomed 
the idea of a league before the War was ended, but wanted it 
restricted to the Allied Powers and their friends—something like 
the old Chaumont organization of 1814. 1 House was apparently in 
favor of restricting it to the Great Powers. But Wilson was firm 
in his determination that it should be open to all nations, and as 
soon as practicable he wished that Germany herself should be 
included. In any event, by the time the Congress opened, it 
seemed generally assumed that a league of nations was to be es¬ 
tablished, and it was so ordered at the opening session. At the 
next session, January 25, the principle was formerly adopted by 

>p«aem 
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the Congress as a whole. A commission then went to work on the 
Hurst-Miller Plan, and with little alteration it was submitted on 
February 14 to a plenary assembly of the Congress. The public 
reception of this “valentine” was generally favorable except that 
certain emendations seemed desirable in response to American 
criticism, especially a recognition of the Monroe Doctrine as being 
in no way invalidated by the scheme. Finally, on April 28 the 
revised “Covenant” was adopted by the Congress as a whole. 

Wilson's principal triumph was the decision of the Council of 
Four to make the Covenant an integral pari of the Treaty of Ver¬ 
sailles, for by so doing he made sure thai the question would not 
be shelved after territorial adjustments had been made. 

The League was composed uf all sovereign states (including the Machinery 
British dominions) with a few exceptions, and ultimately all the 
defeated nations were added. The machinery provided by the 
Covenant consisted of (1) an assembly, in which all member 
powers (including the British dominions and India) were equally 
represented, (2) a council, in which France, Great Britain, Italy, 
and Japan were accorded permanent seats, while four non-perma- 
nent places were to be allotted to powers selected at the first meet¬ 
ing of the assembly, 1 (3) an international court of justice, and 
(4) a secretariat. The assembly is chiefly important as giving 
every nation, however small, the feeling that it has a contributive 
part in the progress of the League. It is a place where dangers to 
the peace can be brought up and discussed, and is largely a clear¬ 
ing house of ideas. It controls the budget (levied on member 
states according to the apportionment applied in the international 
postal union), votes on applications for membership in the League, 
appoints the non-permanent members of the council, and shares 
with the council the right of choosing judges on the international 
court. Though the council and the assembly have in some respects 
a concurrent jurisdiction (since they both consider prevalent 
dangers to the peace), the council is much the more active body 
(it meets at least four times a year whereas the assembly meets 
but once) and upon it rests the task of mediating in international 
disputes as well as advising what action should be taken in a crisis. 

The permanent court of international justice passes judgment on 

1 Germany was granted a permanent seat when she entered the League In 1926, 
and the number of non-permanent seats was subsequently increased to nine. Since 
then the withdrawal of Germany and Japan and the accession of Russia have 
had the net effect of making the total membership thirteen. 
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questions submitted, and its action is based on public law; thus, as 
distinguished from the Hague tribunal, it adjudicates rather than 
arbitrates. It also acts in general as the legal adviser of the council. 
The secretariat comprises the administrative machinery of the 
League and in its archives are supposed to be deposited all inter¬ 
national treaties. The spirit of the League is opposed to secret 
articles and secret treaties. 

The league of Nations was not so constituted as to guarantee 
the peace of the world, but it was provided with the means of 
handling a crisis in such a manner as to lessen the chances of war. 
In the first place, member states are pledged to submit their dif¬ 
ferences to arbitration or mediation and not to go to war until 
at least three months after the arbitrators or the council (as the 
case may be) has announced its decision. This would at least give 
two quarreling nations an interval to cool down. The council has 
the presumptive right of deciding which of two states is the ag¬ 
gressor, though if a legal question is involved it will first refer the 
question to the international court. In case either of the disputants 
resorts to war in face of the decision made, the council is empowered 
to advise the members of the League to cut off all economic rela¬ 
tions with the offender and to specify such forces as it may see fit 
to recommend each member to contribute for bringing her to 
terms. But the council does not monopolize the initiative in in¬ 
tervening in a dispute, since any member state may bring before 
it a case that it deems liable to lead to war. A state which is not a 
member of the League is invited, and even expected, to bring a 
dispute before the council in the same manner as a member state, 
and is held equally accountable to the council's judgment. 

Value The greatest value of the League of Nations lies in its primary 

purpose of lessening the chances of war. Small disputes which 
might easily become large ones may be robbed of their danger to 
the peace. The council successfully adjusted a dispute between 
Sweden and Finland, another between Germany and Poland, and 
a third between Serbia and Albania; and while the machinery of 
force has never yet been applied in any case, the threat of sub¬ 
jecting Serbia to a boycott was sufficient in the last-named case 
to bring her to terms. The League has also performed an immensely 
important service in its tutelary capacity regarding nationalist 
minorities, mandated territories, and certain special regimes like 
those of Danzig, the Saar Basin, and the Straits. Finally, under 
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its aegis a great many international conferences have been held 
dealing directly with such matters as transport questions, opium, 
the white slave traffic, labor problems, matters of health and so on; 
and it has even acted as a means of co-ordinating scientific work 
in different countries. It has likewise served as a very effectual 
medium for furnishing relief where national interests might have 
prevented such action. One of its greatest services was to rescue 
Austria from economic ruin. 

Yet the League has several patent debits which are due to its Ummions 
experimental character and partly and mainly the result of the 
strength of national interests. The rule that except in certain 
specified cases the council must be unanimous (and the same is 
true of the assembly) tends *o block effective action in an emer¬ 
gency and is painfully reminiscent of the Polish liberum veto. The 
exemption of regional understandings from the jurisdiction of the 
League (the result of the United States’ insistence on the priority 
of the Monroe Doctrine) may give other nations, notably Japan, 
the excuse for obstructing the jurisdiction of the League. Finally, 
it is clear that the League lacks the legal power to enforce peace. 

Members are free to reject if they wish the recommendations of the 
council. They may or may not be willing to combine in coercive 
measures. The French, whose realistic turn of mind saw the 
fundamental flaw in the institution, had suggested at the Congress 
the establishment of an international army to execute the council’s 
punitive decisions, but though Wilson would have assented, Lloyd 
George declared that such a device would be opposed by British 
opinion, and it is, of course, abundantly clear that American 
opinion would have equally withheld approval. Generally speak¬ 
ing, the Powers do not want the League of Nations to possess 
teeth; they are too afraid of an invasion of their sovereignty. The 
time has yet to come when the League will be strong enough to 
prevent a war between two of the Great Powers whenever they 
should happen to think their vital interests involved. On some 
occasions already the League’s prestige has become considerably 
impaired. Its decisions were flouted by Italy in n. quarrel with 
Greece in 1923 and likewise by Japan in her recent encroachments 
upon Manchuria. In the last analysis it must be realized that the 
strength of the League lies solely in the moral support which its 
members are willing to give it. It is, unhappily, much too easy in a 
crisis for national selfishness to paralyze its action. 
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It is perhaps fitting to close our account of the Congress of Paris 
and its most ambitious experiment by a few appended words on the 
failure of the United States to fulfill the hope that she would re¬ 
main a continuous force in world affairs. 

The Defection of the United States 

American ‘ The War over and the army demobilized, the United States 
aoaimt began to have her misgivings about an active participation in 
Europe European affairs. Wilson, of course, felt otherwise, but Wilson— 
alas!—was in Europe, and public opinion needed a voice to hold it 
staunch in the beaten track. The very fact that the date of the 
armistice came to be celebrated as a holiday seemed to show that 
Americans were only relieved that the War was over; the peace 
could take care of itself. That feeling of insularity which the War 
had rudely interrupted but not essentially modified now returned 
in full force. 

For this reaction against Europe and against the high idealism 
with which America had entered the War Wilson himself was partly 
responsible. Party rivalry is very intense in the United States, 
and when the nation is not actually at war, the party out of power 
seeks every possible occasion for knifing the administration. In the 
present case the general ignorance of Europe which characterizes 
American opinion gave the Republicans an easy handle—all the 
easier, too, because since the elections of 1920 they controlled both 
houses of congress. All this, however, Wilson might conceivably 
have averted. He had been shortsighted enough to make the War a 
partisan affair, a responsibility of the Democratic Party, rather 
than to seek a non-political co-operation. Thus he had appealed 
to the public to elect a Democratic congress in 1920; he had not 
felt called upon to take into his confidence any of the chiefs of the 
Republican Party; and he had picked a delegation to the Congress 
of Paris in which no Republican save an ex-diplomat was included. 

1 Apart from the moral justification, it would have been a shrewd 

political move to have selected ex-President Taft or Elihu Root, 
both of whom had been strongly in favor of a league of nations. 
But Wilson seems to have been averse to conferring with men of the 
highest caliber whose views might sometimes differ from his own. 
Again, it might have been expedient to have chosen a Republican 
from the senate in order to insure its ratification of the Covenant* 
but Wilson appears to have lacked the capacity to understand 
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practical politics, and trusted rather to his ability to sway public 
opinion. Unfortunately even here he was signally at a disadvan¬ 
tage, for in going to Paris he had left his country to be “ converted ” 
by his enemies. 

When Wilson returned, he found the senate decidedly caustic Eclipse of 
in its reaction to the Covenant. Under the leadership of Senator Wllaon 
Lodge a sheaf of reservations was insisted upon as conditional of its 
acceptance. None of these reservations would have materially 
enhanced the weakness of the League, since in the last analysis 
every member retained the power to adhere or not, as it chose, to 
the various expedients devised to avert war. But Wilson felt that 
the moral obligation of a power must not be weakened by reserva¬ 
tions, and he refused all effoi ts at compromise, preferring to put 
his case before the people of the United States. In the course of a 
vigorous campaign to enlighten public opinion he was suddenly 
stricken with paralysis—due no doubt to the long strain which he 
had undergone—and it was his misfortune to live just long enough 
to see the utter ruin of his hopes. Into the discard with the League 
of Nations had gone the project of an American mandate over 
Armenia and the proposed three-cornered alliance for the protec¬ 
tion of France. Internationalism had capitulated to nationalism. 

The cessation of American participation in the work of recon- Triumph, 
struction was, in fact, rather abrupt. Under the administration ° m wn 
of Wilson’s successor the Treaty of Versailles was repudiated and 
separate treaties signed with Germany and Austria. With the 
withdrawal of the United States all Americans who sat on various 
commissions were speedily recalled, and early in 1923 the American 
contingent in the Rhineland was ordered home. When later 
American officials were sent to sit on special commissions to study 
reparations or questions which touched her interests closely, they 
were supposed to be “unofficial” or sometimes “observers” who 
did not vote. As far as she could, the United States stood aloof, 
and while willing to discuss such questions as a reduction of arma¬ 
ments or the traffic in opium, she steadily refused even to sanction 
the new court of international justice on the assumption that it 
was a mere adjunct of the League of Nations. So forgetful were 
Republican congresses of American participation in the Hague 
conferences and Roosevelt’s active interest in European politics! 

Instead of working with war-tom Europe, the United States basked 
in the prosperity which she won as the result of the War, and 
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contented herself with raising her tariff walls, while she demanded 
the payment of debts which could only be met with goods. For all 
this reaction against Europe public opinion was largely responsible. 
It was no longer a party question, for the Democrats were as 
afraid of internationalism as their opponents. Not until she had 
wallowed in several years of depression did the United States 
begin to see that at least her foreign investments had a bearing on 
the question of international co-operation. 1 But her policy is 
rather hesitant at best, and national self-sufficiency is thus far 
(1935) the keynote of the present administration (1932). 
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XVIII. THE OUTSTANDING RESULTS 
OF THE GREAT WAR 


1. IMMEDIATE RESULTS: COLOSSAL LOSSES, ECONOMIC CHAOS, 
MORAL AND POLITICAL INSTABILITY 

Loss of life; Material losses The problem of readjustment; Economic pros¬ 
tration in central Europe; Political disorders: (1) from communism, (2) from 
nationalism; Immediate triumph of democracy. 

2. THE PROMOTION OF NATIONALISM 

The War as a nationalist revolution; Gains of the victorious Allies; Status 
of imperialism; Triumph of repressed nationalism; Nationalism outside of 
Europe; Case of the Irish. 

3. IMPROVED POSITION OF THE PROLETARIAT AND THE 
PEASANTRY 

The War as a social revolution; Conditions favorable to the proletariat: 
(1) in victor countries, and economic advantages gained, (2) in defeated 
countries; International importance of the labor problem; Influence of the 
“lower classes'’ in politics; Progress of social reform; Position of socialism; 
Abasement of the aristocracy. 

4. THE REVOLT OF WOMAN 

Woman’s historic dependence and its causes; Woman’s disabilities and 
progress in the nineteenth century; Woman’s position as affected by the 
War: (1) legal, (2) moral. 

5. THE REVOLT OF YOUTH 

Before Jlie War; Disillusion; Self-reliance and restlessness. 


The Great War, as we have stated before, was more than an 
international conflict; it was a revolution. It is impossible as yet 
to determine all of its results or to measure fully its historical 
significance. We do not know how many of the changes that have 
been wrought are merely transitory, and One needs to be careful 
about marking historical tendencies in a period as short as seven¬ 
teen years. Thus the new internationalism—an immediate result 
of the War—may possibly advance with the passage of time, or, 
instead, be wholly undone by the counteracting influence of 
nationalism. For the present, indeed, we cannot be sure that the 
world is any better off as the result of the War, while, conversely, 
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we know but too well its immediate cost as well as the scourge of 
fear and hatred which it engendered. But whatever its place in 
history, there are some upheavals born of the War, such as the 
Russian Revolution, which have at least a considerable importance 
for the nations concerned, and have had a certain reaction on the 
outside world. There are also certain social results of the War, 
which have the appearance of being permanent, and consequently 
seem to justify our classing it as a revolution. But, whatever the 
abiding effects, we can discern the immediate results of the War 
with some precision, for the evidence of what Europe had to pass 
through from 1918 to 1920 is sufficiently abundant and illuminating 
to enable us to point out certain facts that are beyond dispute. It 
is to the immediate results of the War that we shall first give our 
attention. 

Immediate Results: Colossal Losses, Economic Chaos, 

Moral and Political Instability 

The cost of the War in lives and property was nothing less than Loss of life 
appalling. Estimates vary, but it seems fairly clear that the number 
of men engaged who lost their lives totaled somewhere between 
eight and twelve millions, and that quite as many civilians perished 
through one cause or another, attributable to the War. Even 
these figures, however, do not include the more than two million 
lives lost in Russia during a famine, which being due to the Revolu¬ 
tion, was at least an indirect result of the War. Nor do they include 
the number of soldiers who died after the War as the result of 
injuries they had sustained or the number of persons who died 
afterward of diseases traceable to the struggle. Nor do they include 
the casualties yet to come that are due to the hardships of the War 
or of the period immediately following it. In France, where 
population had become almost stationary, it will presumably take 
many decades for her losses to be made good by natural population 
increase, 1 hence has come about, incidentally, her recent campaign 
against birth control. The number of French soldiers (or sailors) 
killed approximated 1,360,000 or about sixteen pej- cent of her 
total fighting strength; Germany lost over 1,750,000 or about 

1 France received, however, an addition to her population of approximately 
1,600,000 people in Alsace-Lorraine, and there has been a considerable immigra¬ 
tion of Italians in recent years. Her population, according to the census of 1931 
it 41,894,932, as compared with 39,604,922 in 1911 and 39,252,245 in 1906. 
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seventeen per cent, 1 though this loss was much less than the French 
if considered in proportion to total population. It is worth noting 
that Roumania lost almost half her army. While American losses 
were negligible in comparison with those of other countries, the 
British military dead numbered more than 800,000. It should be 
noted also that death took its toll from the strongest males in the 
population, and that the casualties among officers during the War 
and among the professional classes aftei the War (as the result of 
hardships and privations) meant for the world an appreciable loss 
of mental power. 

Material The material losses were likewise stupendous. The countries 

mm which suffered most were Serbia, Roumania, Belgium, France, 
and the lands which came to form the republic of Poland. “Our 
country/’ lamented the Polish writer, Sienkiewicz, “has been 
made the cockpit of Euiope and been devastated from end to end.” 
Little, indeed, of Poland escaped the ravages of war. Mines were 
ruined, crops destroyed, railroads cut, and machinery broken or 
confiscated. “Of all the helpless, unearned suffering, of lonely, 
uncourted death, of the pitiless clutch of circumstance which 
this war has produced,” wrote a Red Cross worker, “no desolation 
unless it be that of the Armenians, equals that of Poland.” But 
the destruction and looting in Serbia was equally appalling; and 
the property loss to Belgium was estimated at $7,000,000,000. 
In France about 8,000 square miles of agricultural land were laid 
waste, acres and acres of orchards destroyed, and 500,000 buildings 
damaged of which half were completely demolished; bridges, rail¬ 
ways, waterworks, and other public utilities similarly suffered. 
The region occupied was the chief industrial part of France, and 
the Germans had systematically ruined its mines and wrecked its 
factories. Mr. William McDonald states that “the number of 
industrial establishments partially or totally destroyed was about 
20,000.” Much of the destruction, however, was the result of 
artillery fire, and even the soil itself was seriously damaged, so far 
as its fertility was concerned, for many years. There was also a 
terrific waste of timber. Anyone visiting this region after the War 
might have viewed from the ridge of Craonne miles and miles of 
country covered with bristling stumps, with an occasional barren 
spot where a village had once stood. It was the havoc wrought in 

1 Next to the Roumanian this was the highest per cent of mortality among the 
farces mobilised. 



OUTSTANDING RESULTS OF THE GREAT WAR 727 


France that partly explains her fixed determination to bleed her 
enemy as well as to prevent by all possible means another invasion. 
But even the Germans themselves suffered some losses at the hands 
of the Russians—though the area of devastation was relatively 
small. Professor Bogart estimates the property loss in Europe as 
amounting to nearly $30,000,000,000. When there is added the 
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cost of waging the War itself, which he computes at $186,333,637,- 
897, and certain indirect costs in addition to property loss, he 
reaches the staggering figure of $337,946,179,657. It should be 
realized, moreover, that in a great part of the world for four years 
industry had been organized primarily in order to destroy. For 
ordinary constructive purposes little had been done. The produc¬ 
tive power of the world had been deliberately diverted into ac¬ 
tivities artificial and abnormal, with the result that the world's 
economy suffered serious disorganization. 

Thus the immediate result of the War was a painful readjust¬ 
ment to the ways of peace. Millions of soldiers had to be rapidly 
absorbed into civilian life. Employment had to be found, and, if 
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Tht problem possible, found immediately. Yet industries, as we have said, had 
it istment subordinated everything else to the one purpose of equipping 

armies, and could not easily or quickly go back to normal condi¬ 
tions. When manufacturers looked for their former markets, per¬ 
chance they were gone. And in countries still shut off by the block¬ 
ade there was such a dearth of raw materials that most factories 
* had to close. Conditions, it is true, became for a time very favora¬ 
ble in England, which being highly industrialized (and not, like 
Germany, ruined by the armistice and blockade), was able to sup¬ 
ply the needs of many of the Continental countries; yet even here 
the boom was only temporary, as we shall later note and explain. 
Elsewhere, about 1920, business began to pick up, and some for¬ 
tunes were made from the greatly increased prices of industrial prod¬ 
ucts, but as Mr. G. I). H. Cole has pointed out, it was an utterly 
false prosperity, based on scarcity rather than plenty, and the bub¬ 
ble soon burst. Meanwhile all the late belligerents carried a heavy 
load of debt, which though soon made very much lighter in most 
cases by currency inflation, was for that very reason bound to 
bring serious losses to thousands of bond-holders, 1 not to mention 
the heavier taxes that would be needed in the interval. In France 
there was the special task of restoring the devastated regions, and 
as this involved the question of reparations, which affected Ger¬ 
many most vitally, and as the amount was for long undetermined, 
there was a lack of that public confidence which is always at the 
basis of credit and so vital to the commercial relations of nations. 
It was partly this uncertainty that upset foreign exchange, though 
a more serious cause was monetary inflation, practiced in central 
Europe as a desperate means of obtaining ready money. Since the 
value of the franc or the lira or the mark was constantly changing, 
prices were in a constant state of flux, thus making the revival 
of business all the more difficult. Europe suffered not only from the 
War but from the shock of a sudden peace. 
msMion P^kt of some of the nations of central and eastern 

w central Europe was far worse in the beginning than anything western 

Europe Europe had to bear. To the dislocation accompanying war had 

been added the rigors of the blockade, which for a time made the 
import of raw materials impossible; and hence factories could not 
reopen. It was necessary for the German consumer to exist as 
best he could on what stocks were still available. In most of 

1 Whim the monetary unit, as in Prance, became stabilized on a lower basis. 
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these countries, moreover, the currency was disorganized by over- 
issuance of paper money. Statesmen who could not extract money 
by taxes or did not dare to try found it only too easy to manufac¬ 
ture money, and once the process started, it seemed impossible to 
Stop. Prices rose with such rapidity that salaried people were 
rapidly impoverished. There was at times an orgy of spending, 
since no one knew on the morrow how much his money would be 
worth. Under such conditions it was well nigh impossible to re¬ 
vamp the industries ravaged by the War. There was need of raw 
materials and machinery in order to produce; yet these could only 
be paid for by commodities (hence, a vicious circle), and credit, 
which should normally have afforded some escape from such an 
impasse , was all but blocked by the chronic instability of exchange. 
The result in central Europe was widespread unemployment sim¬ 
ply because the machinery of production had almost stopped. 
Work would have been the salvation of a people like the Germans, 
whose nerves had been so frazzled by disasters and privations; 
yet work was denied to most of them by the inexorable play of 
events. Economic prostration was also partly due to lethargy, 
the lack of the will to work. Undernourishment, due to the food 
shortage, had much to do with the depleted spirits and energies 
of the working class, and in Germany this famine continued for 
more than a year after the War. Also in Germany the sense of 
hopelessness in having to pay large indemnities acted as a deterrent 
to industrial recovery. “It is far worse than the War,” was the 
comment of a Bavarian lady. “ During the War we had hope. We 
knew it would end some day. Now there is no hope.” 

Then to make matters worse, nationalism dictated the raising 
of artificial barriers. Trade stopped at the frontiers because of 
tariffs; often, indeed, transportation itself was stopped, and there 
was no knowing whether a train from Prague to Vienna would ever 
get there. Perhaps the worse sufferer was Austria, which normally 
had had few industries, and without her lost provinces could 
not possibly feed herself. The British journalist, Philip Gibbs, 
visiting Vienna in November, 1919, wrote that eighty-three per 
cent of Vienna’s children were stricken with rickets—the result 
of undernourishment. There was no milk for children over a year 
old, and the bread rations for each individual (adult or child) was 
two pounds a week. “More than lack of food,” wrote an Austrian 
lady, once a member of the Metropolitan Opera Company of 
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New York, “we suffer from the cold. There is no wood or coal to 
be got, and the temperature of the houses is 43 or 45 degrees 
Fahrenheit.” Yet an Austrian writer tells us of quantities of coal 
in Czechoslovakia, much of which went to waste, while people in 
Vienna, clad in their threadbare garments, were freezing to death. 

The suffering in central Europe (and Austria got no relief un¬ 
til some food at last came through the American Food Commis¬ 
sion) was a ghastly chapter in human history. Insofar as the Allied 
blockade prolonged the agony, one can hardly find expressions 
sufficiently scathing to denounce it, for Germany was disarmed 
and Austria a pitiful wreck. As an eminent British publicist 
declared, “We too sank Lusitanias. We too for some cold political 
end plunged the unarmed, the weak, the helpless children, the 
suffering women to agonizing death and torture—without a 
tremor.” The food which Germans ate for a year after the War 
was in quantity and quality barely life-sustaining. Such was the 
dearth of fabrics that new-born children in hospitals were often 
wrapped in paper, and the shoes of most of the population were 
made of paper and wood. Childhood and old age contributed, of 
course, the heaviest mortality. Underfeeding naturally gave the 
fullest play to disease. Tuberculosis and other maladies carried off 
hundreds of thousands, and in Poland for a time typhus fever raged 
unchecked, for the supply of doctors and drugs as well as hospital 
equipment was hopelessly unequal to the demand. The class which 
probably suffered the most was the small group of intellectuals, such 
as artists and musicians, who, not having ever learned to do manual 
labor and finding no longer any professional work to do, were 
reduced to the direst straits. The suffering of the cities was, of 
course, more intense than that of the countryside, but misery was 
fairly universal. Conditions in Hungary were generally less appall¬ 
ing than in Austria; yet such was the extent of the pillage by the 
Roumanians that the transportation system was paralyzed for a 
time, and famine conditions prevailed in much of the land. The 
Poles secured relief before their former oppressors, the Germans, 
but Poland had been ravaged by both sides during the War, and 
the mortality among the civilian population had been staggering. 
Even those children who survived in these wasted countries must 
ever bear the mark of this terrible period—a condition which must 
affect the future of a generation. And the effect of so much priva¬ 
tion was moral as well as physical. “ Hunger and want of work/* 
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wrote an observer, “in these lies the chief cause of human misery 
and the chief cause of human rebellion.” 

Thus in many cases the woes of Europe were aggravated by the 
sufferers themselves. The political unrest which followed imme¬ 
diately after the War was on their part in many cases the groping 
for a panacea which always seemed to elude them. Monarchies 
fell in Germany, Austria, Russia, Turkey, and Greece as a direct 
result of the War, and ultimately that of Spain was swept into the 
current as well. Moderate parties tried to stem the course of revo¬ 
lution in most of these countries, but they led an uneasy existence 
between reactionaries on the one hand and communists on the other. 
Russia succumbed to communism, and it looked as if this move¬ 
ment would sweep, like a veritable pestilence, 1 over the stricken 
continent. Hungary did go under for a time; Austria barely 
escaped; Poland faced a struggle for her existence; and Germany 
had to pass through two crises before the contagion was arrested. 
Largely these inroads of communism were due to sheer despair. 
People thought of it as a possible escape from an agonizing ex¬ 
istence that seemed to promise nothing. It was perhaps due to 
the solid qualities of the German people as a whole that Europe 
finally struggled through this crisis. 

But if states were menaced from within by communist propa¬ 
ganda, they were also in many cases threatened from without 
by another form of popular restlessness—inordinate nationalism, 
feeding on jealousy and hatred. Just as after a great conflagration 
has been put out, there are still smoldering embers, so a score of 
petty wars followed in the train of the Great War. Some, of course, 
are too small to deserve attention, but the war between Roumania 
and Hungary, that between Russia and Poland, and the one 
between Turkey and Greece were vexing affairs and produced 
additional hardships. It seemed as if every people felt free to 
attack its neighbor. Nationalism, ever ready to exude its poison, 
was now the more dangerous because of the general demoralization. 

1 Communism, unlike socialism, as the latter was usually interpreted, though 
perhaps equally the child of Marx, signified the establishment of $. socialist regime 
by violence under a proletarian dictatorship, It tended to take the form of a strict 
regimentation in the life of the community. In Hungary, where it was tried out for 
a few months in 1919 all homes became the property of the state, and a determined 
effort was made to put all persons on the same economic level. A drastic recasting 
Of the social order through violence would have been a doubtful experiment for 
control Europe, already weakened and demoralized by war. It proved unworkable 

Hungary even before it was suppressed from outside. 
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Had the Allies delayed demobilization until the peace was made 
and rendered secure, much of this discord would have been spared. 
But the British and American publics dictated an immediate 
demobilization, and as Italy cared for nothing but her own frontier, 
it devolved upon the French to do what policing had to be done. 
It was the French who saved Poland in 1920 and aided in the 
pacification of Turkey, but France was too exhausted to carry the 
load alone. The fickleness of democracies, struggling for a durable 
peace and then shirking its responsibilities, is painfully apparent. 
Yet in justice to the British it may be noted that they were sharing 
with the French the custody of certain former possessions of the 
Ottoman Empire. It was frenzied central Europe that was left to 
its sorry devices. For the Continent one can feel only pity in these 
days. One is reminded of a deep gash that will not heal. 

Would popular government heal it? Certainly an immediate 
result of the War was a spread of democracy. We have mentioned 
the toppling of thrones, which included the passing of three of the 
oldest dynasties in history, the Romanovs, the Hapsburgs, and 
the Hohenzollems, and all the constitutions of the new nations, 
as well as of Germany and Austria, were markedly democratic. 
We may also recall that the electorate had been greatly extended 
in England during the War. But as time went on, there was some 
reaction, and the experiment of dictatorship has been tried in 
various nations. Greece and Spain resorted to it temporarily; 
Hungary, Turkey, and Jugoslavia with some promise of per¬ 
manency; Italy erected her Fascist regime; Poland found autocracy 
more suited to her capacity than constitutional government; and 
the Germans have recently shown that democracy does not appeal 
to their national temperament. Regardless of Wilson’s exalted 
ideal of “making the world safe for democracy,” each nation has 
sought to apply its own particular solution, but the prevalence of 
dictatorships has seemed to show that democracy was not capable 
of coping with conditions so abnormal as those confronting post¬ 
war Europe. Whether the general trend can be considered as 
toward democracy or away from it is perhaps too early to decide. 
But as to the progress of nationalism there is no doubt. 

The Promotion of Nationalism 

That voracious goddess, Nationalism, drew new strength from 
the War, for many were the triumphs she could record as its result 
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We have noted the familiar types, patriotism, striving to gratify 
its instincts of fear, greed, or hatred, and the yearning of national¬ 
ities, long subjected, to obtain their liberation; in this fact of 
liberation and in the triumph of irredentism we see the War once 
again in the light of a revolution. The beaten nations, as we have 
seen, received short shrift, but the victors reaped a harvest. 

France emerged the strongest nation of Europe. She had 
recovered her lost provinces, increased her mineral wealth, ex¬ 
tended her colonial interests (through the medium of the mandate 
system), and was able by husbanding her gold reserve to loan 
money to the new nations and build up a coalition of powers 
attached to her leadership. Nationalism to her meant thenceforth 
self-defense—the protection of her frontiers. 

Italy completed her nationalist unification, gained a strong 
frontier to the north, and, thanks to the possession of Trieste 
and Fiume and a species of protectorate over Albania (imposed in 
1926), she became unquestionably mistress of the Adriatic. Though 
she failed to obtain her expected sphere of interest in Asia Minor, 
she received, as the result of agreements with France and Great 
Britain large extensions of territory in Africa. 

Great Britain also extended her colonial interests under the aegis 
of the mandate system, and her supremacy of the sea was propor¬ 
tionally greater with the extinction of the German navy. But it is 
noticeable that in general the War left Great Eritain rather weaker 
as a power. We shall dwell later on the depletion of her economic 
strength. We may note here the progressive decentralization of 
the British Empire. Loyal as they are to the motherland, the 
dominions have become more self-assertive since the War. In 
certain cases their influence has actually determined British policy, 
and some at least have refused to be bound by the commitments of 
such policy as applied to Europe. The feeling that each must 
follow its own peculiar interests and that imperial policy is second¬ 
ary is now more pronounced than ever. Canada has even her sep¬ 
arate ambassador to the United States, and so has Ireland, the 
youngest cf the dominions. It is noticeable also that Great Britain 
had to relinquish her hold on Egypt (only safeguarding the Suez 
Canal), and has had to make important political concessions to 
India. The British Empire was, in short> profoundly shaken by 
the War. 

The United States acquired no territory as the result of the War, 
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but it brought her more than a decade of unprecedented prosper¬ 
ity. She obtained much of the market which had formerly been 
enjoyed by Germany and Great Britain, and her export trade 
almost doubled. Above all, she became Europe’s leading creditor. 
It is sometimes asserted that New York, much more than London, 
is now the financial center of the world. 

The status Is imperialism dead? One would like to think so; but while 
ptriaiiam there are still lands to exploit, the old forces are likely to operate. 

Perhaps the chief reasons for an abatement of imperialism are the 
preoccupation of France and Great Britain with their mandated 
possessions, the exclusion of Germany from over-seas activities, 
and the fact that industry in general has yet (1935) to recover the 
levels it reached before the War. Yet even so we must observe 
that concession-hunting has far from disappeared. The oil fields 
of Persia proved still a tempting bait for Great Britain, who, after 
Communist Russia had renounced the sphere of interest she had 
inherited from the czarist regime, endeavored in 1919 to get the 
whole of the kingdom as her own sphere of interest through the 
imposition of a sort of protectorate over Persia. But Persia had 
recovered her independence when the Russians withdrew and she 
did not propose to jeopardize it again. While it is true that her 
capacious oil fields are largely in the hands of foreign companies, 
it may be that the awakened nationalism of backward countries 
like Persia will serve as something of a safeguard, now that im¬ 
perialism has come to be contemned by public opinion. At least 
we may hazard the view that exploitation of weaker races may be 
less easy than it was before the War. Only the poor, distracted 
Chinese Republic seems unable to guard its treasures, and it is 
here—more than anywhere else outside of Europe—that dangerous 
complications are likely to happen. And the danger lurks in 
Japanese policy. In fact, the one power whose imperialism has 
moved forward steadily is Japan—a subject we shall discuss in a 
later chapter. 

The Despite the flouting of the nationalist principle in the interest 

repmJed^ ctf Poland and Italy, the liberative type of nationalism, including 
nationalism frredentism, W on ( signal triumphs through the War. Empires 
which had peoples in subjection against their will dissolved into 
their component elements. The liberation of the Routnans and 
Jugoslavs of Austria-Hungary brought about a greater Roumania 
and a greater Serbia (now called Jugoslavia). There was even some 
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protection accorded, as we have noted, to some of those nationalist 
minorities which had to remain in subjection—those islets within 
nations. But this multiplication of nations may not be an unmixed 
blessing; and some have observed that central Europe has become 
“Balkanized.” The arrogance of nationalism was shown after the 
War in the intermittent friction and in the raising of tariff walls 
and other forms of economic obstruction. There is little doubt that 
most of the people of the Danube lands were materially better off 
in the days of the Dual Monarchy. That antiquated state was at 
all events an economic unit. Now business is impeded by a multi¬ 
tude of currencies and commercial regulations. But nationalism, 
as we have noticed, demands its primal gratification regardless 
of the cost to material interests. 

More alarming perhaps is the extent to which the idea of 
“self-determination” has penetrated Africa and Asia. Unrest 
among the Arabs greatly complicated the task for France and 
Great Britain; and the latter power has felt obliged to yield to 
Egyptian nationalism and grant to the land of the Pharaohs 
nominal independence (1922). 1 Even far-off India has become a 
scene of constant agitation, and none of the concessions which the 
British have been forced to make give much promise of solving the 
problem. 2 How safe it may be to accord independence to people 
with no experience in self-government is no doubt a matter of 
opinion. In any case the East has awakened, with results that 
cannot possibly be foreseen. 

But there was one triumph of nationalism (an example of the 
liberative type), which, apart from occasional economic difficulties, 
has so far given no ground for apprehension, and that was the case 
of the Irish. We have noticed the increasing unrest and irritation 


1 During the War Great Britain formally declared a protectorate over Egypt, 
but after the War she had to encounter so much lawless resistance that after an 
investigation by a commission, and following its recommendations, she recognized 
Egypt as “an independent, sovereign state’'—not, however, as part of a treaty, 
since the Egyptians would not consider the safeguards which Great Britain de¬ 
manded for foreign interests. Intermittent and sometimes serious friction contin¬ 
ued, and no final settlement has been reached. In the meantime a small British 
force defends the canal. « 

* The agitation has been led by a remarkable Hindu, Mahatma Gandhi, who, 
whil^ counseling against violence, has imbued his people, regardless of caste or 
religion, with an intense spiritual fervor. While there has been some rioting, eco¬ 
nomic boycott and refusal to pay taxes have been the usual weapons of the national¬ 
ists. In general, the British government has shown considerable patience with the 
movement, and has greatly extended Indian self-government, though still denying 
fuH dominion Status, Which the nationalists demand. 
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of the Irish and the rapid development of the Sinn Fein movement, 
looking not to home rule but to complete separation from Great 
Britain. This movement, as we saw, resulted in a Sinn Fein land¬ 
slide in the elections of 1918, after which it may be staled that the 
political aspect of the Irish question had entered upon a raw phase: 
the demand for independence. It is an interesting fact t hat at this 
time the Irish were enjoying a material orosperity they had never 
known before. 

The Irish now commenced a definite campaign to secure their 
ends. As Wilson refused to listen to their case in Paris (seeing that 
the British government obviously regarded the question as strictly 
domestic), they decided that revolution was their only practicable 
course. The newly elected members of parliament resolved not to 
take their seats, but, instead, set up a provisional government at 
Dublin. A professor of mathematics, Eamon de Valera, was chosen 
provisional president. The Irish Republican Association was 
formed to carry on a guerilla warfare against British rule. Boycott 
and murder were its weapons. Naturally the British government 
would not tolerate such disorder, and replied by placing Ireland 
under martial law. 

At the same time, with their usual spirit of compromise, the 
British statesmen sought a basis for conciliation. An effort of 
Lloyd George to bring about peace by the creation of two parlia¬ 
ments, one for Ireland, one for Ulster, with a common executive 
(this was the fourth home rule bill) was rejected by the “govern¬ 
ment ” at Dublin. Dominion status, which Asquith would have 
preferred, was equally unacceptable to the British parliament. 
The shooting of police and soldiers continued, and in the following 
year (1921) disorder reached its height. By this time the British 
government had sent over some auxiliaries, and these forces met 
the terror with counter-terror. Ulster alone remained quiet, and 
having decided to accept the new home rule bill, she organized her 
own parliament and ministry. This, meant, of course, a divided 
Ireland, which was contrary to the principles and hopes of the 
Catholic Irish, but they were powerless to prevent it. 

* Finally Great Britain came to the point of offering dominion 
Status, and after much hesitation the Irish leaders were persuaded 
to parley with the government on that basis. To make a long story 
short, the negotiation ended in a treaty (December 6,1921), which 
created the Irish Free State. The essence of this settlement was 
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the establishment of dominion status for Ireland. At the same 
time Ireland remained in allegiance to the British crown; she was 
to allow the British navy to utilize some of her ports; and her army 
was to be no larger in proportion to population than that of Great 
Britain. This settlement was ratified in a close vote 1 by the Irish 
parliament (the dail eirann ) and by a very substantial majority 2 
in the British parliament; and the Irish then proceeded to make a 
constitution for themselves and to organize a government. The 
result had been a compromise, though one so favorable to the Irish 
would scarcely have been thought possible in 1918. Ireland became 
an added pillar of the British Empire, and was now at last free to 
conduct her own affairs. At the same time Ulster’s separate status 
(it is now known as ‘'Northern Ireland”) was assured; and by the 
military and naval safeguards mentioned Great Britain was re¬ 
lieved of anxiety lest Ireland become the instrument of some 
foreign enemy. 3 

But political changes, whether organic or territorial, were hardly 
more important than social changes produced by the War. While 
mass production, as we have shown, had had something to do with 
lessening social differences, the upheaval produced by the War 
had even more noticeable effects. 

The Improved Position of the Proletariat and the 
Peasantry 

In the enhanced importance of the so-called lower classes the The War 
War promoted a process which, as we have noticed, had been going rewhSLn 
on for some time. In accentuating class consciousness and making 
the proletariat (or in some cases the peasantry) a powerful factor 
in politics the War seemed to mark the beginning of a revolution. 

But only in Russia was the movement completely destructive of 
the old social order. And it was only in Russia that efforts were 
made to nationalize the land. Elsewhere individualism was 
strengthened among the peasants. While the proletariat usually 
aspired to the nationalization of industry in some form of workerfl , 
control, more and more peasants became individual proprietors. 

1 W to 57. But in the elections for the constituent assembly which was to draft 
a Constitution, the adherents of the Free State polled a large majority. 

* 302 to 60. 

* Ireland was for a while rent by civil war, as de Valera would have none of the 
settlement and still demanded complete separation. In the end, however, he gave 
up the struggle. 
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This change was especially notable in Roumania and Czechoslova¬ 
kia, where the large estates were systematically dismembered after 
the War. 

The strengthened position of the proletariat in society, as a 
result of the War was due to two factors, which operated in varying 
intensity in different quarters. Never had the working class 
been of such practical importance as during the War. They had 
had to make munitions for the army and transport them. On 
moral grounds it might perhaps have been just to conscript them 
for such tasks and to expect a spirit of self-sacrifice such as the 
man in the trenches was called upon to display. But governments 
could not but recognize that the working class had still but meager 
earnings while at the same time it possessed a power to push its 
interests in a way that might have been fatally embarrassing. 
Hence governments tacitly admitted the strategic advantage of 
the proletariat, and readily enough dictated an increase of wages. 
In several countries representatives of the workers were also given 
posts of responsibility. 

It was nevertheless true that, apart from employment for 
everyone, the working class in general had not been really better 
off during the War, but rather the contrary; for if wages had risen 
materially, so also had prices, and in England wages failed to 
catch up with prices until after the War. The workers themselves, 
however, are not apt to take this fact into consideration, and wage- 
increases certainly produced a stimulating effect as well as opti¬ 
mism for the future. In 1920 when England enjoyed a temporary 
boom and the workers had then attained a ratio between wages 
and prices better than at any time in their history, they were 
determined to resist to the utmost any lowering of their improved 
standard of living. It is no doubt a proof of theii newly acquired 
strength that, if we leave out of account those who were 
unemployed, their financial position in virtue of the purchasing 
power of their wages was better in 1932 (as an official report shows) 
than it had been in 1914. It was, rather, the army of unemployed 
that came to reflect the depleted strength of Great Britain after 
the war. 

While the period subsequent to the boom was to show that all 
classes had to share in a certain way the painful cost of readjust¬ 
ment, the workers did secure a shorter day, and this promises to be 
permanent. In 1920 the English miners won a seven-hour day, 
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and in most other industries eight hours or thereabouts became 
the standard. To the maintenance of this benefit the workers 
fought with the utmost determination, and though the miners had 
to return to an eight-hour day (by reason of the desperate plight 
of the coal industry), the gain as a whole has so far been main¬ 
tained. 

In the matter of unemployment, which had resulted from the 
after-war depression, the English working claws received striking 
consideration. In 1920 unemployment insurance was applied to all 
workmen except those engaged in agriculture and domestic service, 
in other words about 12,000,000 persons, including even those 
women who had been drawn into industry during the War. The 
measure was, in fact, so liberal that a worker came under its 
provisions if he could not find work that paid him as much as he 
had customarily received. In 1927 it was amended to the extent 
of applying to a workman who could not find work in the line in 
which he had been trained; and in 1930 he was actually assured 
the benefits of the measure unless he refused work offered him by 
a labor exchange—being thus excused from the need of hunting a 
job. In the meantime, by legislation in 1924, 1 no time limit had 
been placed on the enjoyment of the benefits provided, and thus 
had been inaugurated what was commonly known as the “dole”— 
assuming that unemployment was a more or less permanent con¬ 
dition, and that a worker could not be expected to return to a 
job in twenty-six weeks, as heretofore assumed. Since, as a matter 
of fact, unemployment had aggregated anywhere from 1,000,000 
to 2,000,000 workers each year, reaching in 1932 twenty per cent 
of the total working class, it can be judged that the dole could 
hardly have been avoided. The immense cost of supporting so 
large a number of people was borne by a weight of taxation so 
heavy that in case of the wealthy it was almost confiscatory. Yet 
it was not merely a matter of social justice. If people were to be 
left to starve, they would of necessity have recourse to revolution. 
The .British workman would suffer long before he dabbled in 
revolution (communism has little appeal for him), yet the right 
of self-preservation might force him into that path against his will. 
On the other hand, we must note that while sporadic strikes had 
something of a moral importance (though the solidarity of the 

1 This reform was rescinded in 1925 but re-enacted in 1927 and is still (1935) in 

fora. 
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workers was hardly as great as supposed), the British government 
refused to yield to direct pressure of that sort. It is well known 
that a Britisher does not like to be coerced, and on the occasion of a 
railroad strike the general public sided against the strikers, and 
trains were run by voluntary aid. After the so-called “ general 
strike” of 1926 the government got a bill passed by parliament 
which made sympathetic strikes illegal. Trade-unionism in Eng¬ 
land has shown a lessened strength in recent years. 

In France labor conditions were less acute after the War for 
there was little unemployment thanks to the work of reconstruc¬ 
tion, and France was less industrialized than Great Britain. Yet 
class unity had been furthered among the workmen during the 
War; the “C.G.T.” had enormously extended its membership; 
and there were also some formidable strikes, fomented, of course, 
by the syndicalists. As in England, however, the workers secured 
redress more from a general appreciation of their claims to social 
justice than as the result of a resort to violence. In Italy the strikes 
which followed in the train of demobilization kept that country in a 
turmoil for several years and led ultimately to a system which, 
as we shall later observe, brought conditions affecting the workman 
under the direct control of the government. 

In the defeated countries, notably Germany and Austria, the 
heightened importance of the proletariat was chiefly due to revolu¬ 
tion. Socialist parties were able to get control of the government 
and to some extent pursued a class policy. Wages, of course, were 
variable, for the economic condition of central Europe was often 
grave, but wage standardization was at length attempted, and 
much was done in the way of improving housing conditions, as 
well as providing some insurance against unemployment. The city 
of Vienna until recently was dominated by the interests of the 
proletariat. 

The importance of the working class was also recognized at the 
Congress of Paris. Attached to the Covenant of the League of 
Nations was a provision for an International Bureau of Lflbor, 
whose duty is to compile and preserve data bearing upon working 
conditions throughout the civilized world. Labor congresses have 
been held, and some of its recommendations, such as the elimina¬ 
tion of child labor, an equal scale of remuneration for men and 
women, and the eight-hour day have been widely accepted. 

The new importance of both the working class and p easan try 
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has been interestingly reflected in politics. In Great Britain recog- Influent of 
nition of the growing importance of the labor problem led to a 
remarkable growth of the Labor Party, which recruited so much P°M tc * 
of its strength from the Liberal Party that it came to supplant the 
latter as the “Opposition” in parliament, and twice was called 
upon to constitute a cabinet. Though it has not yet possessed a 
majority in the house of commons, it is a strong and aggressive 
factor in British politics. Even in France >,he strength of the 
socialists grew measurably, and the radical ministries since the 
War have been composed of important elements from this group. 

In Italy, after a period of much disorder, the trend took, rather, 
the opposite direction, but in Germany and Austria as well as in 
some of the new nations the socialists wielded an important in¬ 
fluence for many years, though from the time of the “world de¬ 
pression,” which set in 1929, they seem to have steadily lost ground. 

Even so the proletariat is more of a political factor than it was 
before the War. It is also noticeable that in agricultural states 
like Roumania, Jugoslavia, and Bulgaria the peasants have been 
pretty generally in control, and that in Russia a proletarian dic¬ 
tatorship still rules. 

If we take a general view of the economic position of the pro- Progress of 
letariat since the War, we may note that the relative position of 8VCialr< ^ orm 
unskilled labor has improved, and for labor skilled and unskilled 
there has been somewhat greater security attempted against 
poverty and unemployment. There is also a growing recognition 
of the principle that a shorter working day need not necessarily 
mean decreased production, for a scientific study of the workers’ 
capacity has led to the conclusion that the element of fatigue has 
not been given due weight, and that shortening the working day 
by an hour or two would have little effect on industrial produc¬ 
tivity. The eight-hour day is generally accepted as a standard, to 
which Europe adapts itself as far as actual conditions permit. 

Meanwhile the increasing displacement of workers through the 
rationalization of industry seems likely to result in even shorter 
hours as a means of keeping labor forces intact; but so far such a 
principle has not, in general, found its way into legislation. In 
the matter of unemployment insurance there has, however, been 
notable progress, and the principle of the minimum wage has been 
given a wide application both in England and in France. There 
has even been some experimenting in the direction of what we may 
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call “industrial democracy”—the idea, as one authority has put 
it, that workers are “ co-workers with the employers and not merely 
living tools.” Recognition of unions and the compulsion of em* 
ployers to yield to the principle of collective bargaining had been a 
step in that direction in the nineteenth century. During the War 
the experiment of workers’ committees through which the em¬ 
ployees could voice their complaints on questions of management 
and working conditions was tried out in England in a number of 
trades, though the plan was not continued after the War. In 
certain other countries the institution gained ground. In Germany, 
for example, the new constitution of the republic, established a 
system of economic councils, with a federal council at the top, to 
make proposals on economic questions. Subsequently, by the 
Works Councils Act of 1920 every business establishment employ¬ 
ing as many as twenty men was required to have a “ works-council” 
to safeguard the interests of employees. While this meant in no 
wise workers’ control, the question of discharging a workman was 
left to the judgment of these bodies and the right of appeal to a 
board of conciliation acted as a guarantee against arbitrary dis¬ 
missal. But the general attitude of labor toward these committees 
was one of skepticism and moderate disapproval; it was felt that 
the employers were no more ready than ever to give the workers 
a voice in the actual management of a business and that minor 
concessions were liable to ennervate class feeling. For the same 
reason systems of profit-sharing have usually encountered resist¬ 
ance from trade unions. One of the most successful schemes in 
Germany (as long as it lasted) was the adoption in 1923 of a 
systematic plan of compulsory arbitration in wage disputes. 
Whether class differences will be bridged by the corporative 
scheme, recently adopted in Italy and Germany (adjustment of 
common interests within two parallel federations or “corporations” 
under the aegis of the State) has yet to be demonstrated. 

Much, of course, of the social reform which we have noted above 
was due to the influence of the proletariat in politics. But it is an 
interesting fact that outside of Russia socialism itself has made 
but little headway. Even many socialists have become a little 
waxy of the idea of nationalizing industry on the ground that it 
would involve too elaborate a bureaucracy to give sufficient 
assurance of social justice, and the moderates who were in con¬ 
trol after the War preferred, in general, to stick to capitalism until 
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there was much more evidence of economic recovery. Moreover, 
as conditions improve, it has been found again and again that a 
good many socialists look with decidedly increasing favor on 
private enterprise. While the British Labor Party still stands for 
nationalization at least as applied to mining and transportation, 
most Continental socialists (excluding, of course, the communists) 
have become but little more than social reformers in practice. It 
was the very indefiniteness of their program that weakened the 
socialist parties in Germany and Austria, just as extremism had 
ruined them in Italy; and during the last four years it is perfectly 
plain that the power of the proletariat in most countries has been 
decidedly on the wane. Yet even so the enhanced prestige of this 
class as the result of the War seems much too stable to encounter 
more than a temporary reaction. We must also be mindful of the 
condition of the workers in relation to other classes. The fact that 
they are not better off than before the War is due to post-war con¬ 
ditions; the significant fact is that in a period of disorders and 
depression their economic position in relation to other classes has 
improved. 

Parallel with the enhanced importance of the proletariat and The abase - 
the peasantry has come the abasement of the aristocracy. Social anstocracy 
and political revolutions had, of course, long ago disposed of the 
French and Italian nobility, and the culture of those countries is 
rather the common possession of the bourgeoisie. Prussia, of 
course, kept her powerful junkers after the War, though they 
have had to share their prestige with the rich industrialists. The 
British aristocracy also remained, though so cramped by heavy 
taxation that its fine estates are passing and its famous London 
“ season ” is but a faint replica of what it once was in the prosperous 
Victorian days. To revel in the world of culture one must be fairly 
sure of one’s income; one must have the wherewithal to enjoy 
one’s leisure. Above all, one must have a home, Russian tmigrte 
are scattered throughout Europe—a restless and intriguing ele¬ 
ment without means and without hope. Some of them run cafds 
or wait on tables in Parisian restaurants or invade the realm of 
business in humble roles; some are mere adventurers, gambling 
at Monte Carlo or selling their empty titles for American heiresses. 

Europe is full of dispossessed nobles from Russia, Roumania, 
Chechoslovakia, the Baltic countries, and Poland. But the most 
staggering blow, dealt to that old culture which seemed to cling 
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artistic skill as the French, but, as a people, far more genial, more 
expansive, more romantic. Perhaps the best expression of Old 
Vienna was the waltz; its rhythm, its haunting melody, its vivacity 
seemed to express a perennial mood. The aristocracy of Vienna, 
who possessed estates all over the empire, were, of course, the 
patrons of that culture and of the brilliant display which made 
their city seem the center of a world of romance. But the dream 
was entirely shattered by the War and the miseries which followed. 
Light-hearted the Viennese may always be, but the great days are 
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gone, and in very truth Vienna has passed into romance. No 
doubt aristocracy was doomed in any case; its political influence 
was challenged before the War; but until the War it ruled the 
social and cultural life of most of central Europe. Its passing 
means that Europe is somewhat less interesting than it was. 

In these changing times the position of woman was also pro¬ 
foundly affected. 


The Revolt of Woman 

If the right of individual man to self-expression had been slow 
to win recognition through the ages, delay has been doubly true in 
the case of woman. Socially her place under the Old Regime had 
normally been restricted to the family circle, where her role as 
wife and mother was too a ital to call for question. Economically 
she had been primarily a housewife, though if she belonged to the 
peasant class, she might also have toiled in the fields or worked 
with spindle and distaff for the family support. Even when woman 
began to play an active part in high society, her function was 
chiefly to amuse men, though, as her charms might often be used 
as political capital, she frequently became a channel of intrigue, 
and had sometimes considerable power; hence the r61e of a Pompa¬ 
dour. Now and then a woman became a monarch and had a 
chance to sharpen her intellect and vie with men, as was the case 
with Catherine the Great. But such cases were exceptional. Yet 
with the Renaissance and afterward one finds a few titled ladies 
who expended some of their time in developing a talent for letters, 
and the rise of the salon in the seventeenth century gave woman 
a certain position in the intellectual world. Few women, of course, 
had really the education to compete with men, and those of the 
upper classes who did not marry were apt to look to a convent 
for their solace. In the eighteenth century young gentlewomen were 
commonly taught to read and write, to dance and to play some 
musical instrument, and possibly to learn one foreign language—all 
of which training was designed to enable them to please and hence 
to capture some worthy gentleman for a husband. Napoleon de¬ 
clared that by reason of the “ weakness of women’s brains ” he would 
prescribe for them needle-work and other innocent pursuits. Even 
in our own day Kaiser William II marked out woman’s sphere as 
“church, children, cooking.” In nothing did habit operate more 
firmly than in the traditional conception of woman. 
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To balance the intellect of woman against that of man or to 
fix the relative place of the emotions in shaping her conduct is 
far too controversial a subject to justify discussion in these pages. 
Am compared with man she has seemed to show rather less creative 
ability, but she was able sometimes to discern talent in men and 
to give them a welcome patronage in her salon. The very fact that 
she was practically divorced from politics and that she left war and 
business to the other sex gave her at least an opportunity, as time 
went on, to cultivate an interest in the arts. But it was still a 
man’s world, and remained so until comparatively recent times. 
The reason was twofold. Women were the weaker sex, and since 
for a long period of time politics was accompanied by occasional 
violence and not infrequently involved war, a woman w r as hardly 
considered fitted for public life. If violence decreased in time with 
the growing respect for law, habit still operated to exclude women 
from politics. In the second place, woman was needed to rear the 
family and to hold the home together. It was a social function 
that had to be performed and Nature had seemed to decree that 
woman should perform it. It was because of the duty of perpetuat¬ 
ing the line that woman’s moral position was of necessity hedged 
in. Men could be promiscuous, but for a man’s wife there must be 
no question of the legitimacy of the heir. It is true, of course, that 
there were in all periods women of easy morals, but, generally 
speaking, they were known as such, and did not alter the general 
conception of woman as a creature that must be sheltered from the 
temptations of the world and whose morals must be always “above 
J suspicion.” 

Woman's I The French Revolution, apart from its stress on lofty abstrac- 
md progress tions, liberty and equality, did nothing for the advancement of 
nineteenth w0man * The Industrial Revolution achieved a little in that direc- 
mntury tion, for it made her a wage-earner, and as wage-scales rose, she 
came to achieve some measure of economic independence.* Yet 
the fact remained that most women were still dependents and their 
sphere was still the home. The law did not recognize her as a sep¬ 
arate personality (her property being her husband’s), and even 
to get release from a cruel husband was very difficult, for in most 
countries the Church stood as a barrier against divorce. She was 
debarred from most of the professions (teaching school was some-' 
times the exception) and she could not, of course, hold office or 
cast a ballot. One of the few professions opened to her was nursing, 
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and here is where Florence Nightingale displayed her singular 
courage and ability, founding the first base hospital for the care 
of the wounded in the Crimean War—an institution which had 
doubtless an influence in creating the Red Cross (authorized by 
the Geneva convention in 1864). Perhaps it was the thought of 
Florence Nightingale that inspired John Stuart Mill to put in his 
plea for woman suffrage. At any rate with the growing trend 
toward democracy more and more freedom wa£ extended to woman. 
We cannot describe this progress in detail. Suffice it to say that 
by the end of the nineteenth century her separate property rights 
were generally recognized; divorce was made easier; she began to 
fill positions of executive importance and in some countries to be 
admitted to the professions of medicine and law. There was also 
in several countries an organization of women battling ceaselessly 
for the suffrage. In England in 1869 they had already acquired 
the right to vote in municipal elections and in 1888 they were 
permitted to vote for members of county councils. The full right 
of suffrage was first extended in New Zealand in 1893 and in 
Australia in 1902. The Scandinavian countries followed, and 
England in 1918, as we have noticed. In the latter case apprecia¬ 
tion of woman's work during the War had probably quite as much 
to do with this result as the campaigning of the “ suffragettes, 1 ” 
though the activities of the latter had prepared the public mind 
for such an issue. “Feminism,” as the movement for “equal 
rights” has been called, had thus made considerable progress 
before the close of the Great W T ar. Much ground remained to be 
gained. Yet to the names of Marie Curie, the scientist, Josephine 
Butler, the social worker, Suzanne Lenglen, the tennis player, 
Marie Corelli, the writer, Maria Montessori, the educator, Sarah 
Bernhardt, the actress, Maud Royden, the evangelist, and Selma 
Lagerlof, Nobel prize-winner, might be added those of so many 
other illustrious women at the close of the century that one cannot 
but notice the expanding influence of woman in human society. 
It was a “sign of the times.” 

But the Great War has had, perhaps, a greater effect on woman 
—her position and her outlook on life—than any other chapter in 
modem history. The fact that she acquired equal rights with men 
in all the countries of central Europe, as well as in Poland, Russia, 
and the Baltic states, gave her at least a legal position that was all 
that she could wish. This did not mean, of course, that she would 
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hold as many offices as men, for a large proportion of her sex were 
not at all interested in polities, and the horizon of many women 
was still entirely bounded by their homes. But it gave woman a 
chance to aspire to power if she chose. Though in the course of 
subsequent events she lost her political rights in Germany, it was 
an incalculable gain that by the standards of democracy universal 
suffrage meant also votes for women. France, as we have noted, 
still refused to grant her the suffrage, but here, as in other Latin 
countries, the difficulty has been a fear of the influence of the 
Church, for Frenchwomen are thought to be deeply religious and 
France is always on her guard against the return of its insidious 
influence in public affairs. Yet it is probably true that French¬ 
women, in general, care little to obtain the suffrage. The French¬ 
woman is primarily a home-maker and if she happens to belong 
to the lower middle class she is apt to hold the purse-strings as well, 
and not infrequently manages her husband's business. 

But woman's chief emancipation as the result of the War has 
been moral. Woman has gained in self-respect and self confidence. 
It is that feeling of independence (sometimes perhaps a distortion 
of social values) that has tended to draw the woman worker away 
from domestic service—a fact which no doubt has made it increas¬ 
ingly harder for the housewife. It is also that spirit of independence 
which has made the young girl of today less apt to jump into 
marriage as the only practicable solution for her economic needs. 
And again, it is that yearning for a broader life that has drawn so 
many matrons from their homes (though far fewer in Europe than 
in America), with sometimes unfortunate effects on family life. 
Thousands of women who during the War had enjoyed their first 
experience of making their own way were anxious to continue in 
industry and many if not most of them were able to find a per¬ 
manent place for themselves. Also the educational advantages, 
offered to an increasing extent to women, have given them added 
poise and confidence in themselves and in many cases have fitted 
them to compete with men. But the woman of post-war Europe has 
also more disposition to enjoy herself. She refuses to be hemmed 
[n by man-made conventions. She adopts the sports of men and 
Presses to fit the occasion. She goes about more freely, comes 
in contact with a wider circle of men, and tends to emulate their 
free and easy ways. She may not be less moral in the conventional 
sense, but she considers herself mistress of her conscience and tend® 
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to shape her own ethical standards. While it may be true that the 
great majority of women are still but gradually throwing off old 
habits (perhaps their protective instinct toward the young has 
made them the more conservative of the sexes), yet the fact remains 
that woman as a class has been profoundly affected by the War. 

She is more prone to face realities, more ready to think for herself, 
more apt to weigh conventions and to alter them as she pleases. 

The bursting of woman’s fetters was somewhat paralleled by 
the experience of youth. 

The Revolt of Youth 

The War perhaps intensified but certainly did not originate the Before the 
European youth’s interest in politics. As a sharp contrast to con- ar 
ditions in America, university students in Europe'had taken 
throughout the nineteenth century the keenest interest in politics, 
as well as in other serious things. They were the young intelli¬ 
gentsia—material from which professors, pamphleteers, and 
politicians were made. They furnished some of the explosiveness 
to nihilism, and in many of the revolutionary upheavals of the 
century they played a striking r61e—at any rate at the beginning. 

In the British universities they solemnly discoursed on public 
questions, and in Oxford’s debating society, the Union, men like 
Gladstone gained a .certain preliminary training in debate. As a 
rule, youth was intensely patriotic. His emotional fervor, his 
romantic attachment to an ideal, and his expansive energies 
aroused his fighting instincts and made him eager and ready to 
support his country’s cause whenever challenged. In its demand 
for heroism and self-sacrifice the Great War levied a heavy toll on 
youth. It was “theirs not to reason why.” But from the very fact 
of their youth, such young men went to the colors with buoyancy 
of heart and a pathetic confidence. 

To anyone as susceptible as the young the shock of this cataclysm Disillusion 
was necessarily terrific. Perhaps it affected them in two principal 
ways. To some it brought disillusion. When it appeared that the 
several governments had not been as innocent as they had alleged 
and that the struggle was not the “holy war” at first supposed; 
when, moreover, the young soldiers of opposite camps came to 
appreciate that all were fighting in the same romantic spirit for 
what they believed a righteous cause, there w r as something of a 
revulsion against war as an instrument as barbarous as it was futile. 
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In Germany the role of the Wandervogel (“Wanderbirds”) is of 
special interest* Originating before the War 1 as a protest against 
the over-standardization of German life, this organization, while 
non-political in character, seems to have gained fresh momentum 
after the struggle. Bands of these youths tramped the country as 
though to see what there was to be seen in a world which the War 
and the Peace had so sadly altered. They worked their way as 
they went, and lived pretty much for the present, as though the 
morrow had little to offer. Among the English youth there was a 
distinct note of pacifism in the days following the War. It was 
perhaps of no little significance that the Oxford Union resolved 
in 1933 by a large vote that under no circumstances was one 
justified in u fighting for king or country.” In a gathering of 
students from all the belligerent countries in Switzerland in 1922 
all but the German contingent admitted that responsibility for 
the War should be shared by all sides. With the German youth 
also disillusionment gradually came about, but it was of quite 
another sort. To him the idea that the victors could trample on 
the fallen—for such was his impression—was a fact not in keeping 
with his idea of honest sport or social justice. In the heart of the 
German youth the fire of revenge was kindled. To raise his fallen 
country to her former height became in time an obsession. Some¬ 
what the same spirit permeated the younger generation in Russia, 
m-rdiance though the enemy there was not a foreign nation but an oppressive 
re8tle8anes8 and decaying order of society. These sentiments struggling for 
expression in many lands were paralleled in Germany and Russia 
by something like a renascence of belligerent intolerance. To the 
Italian youth also the martial spirit was quickened, but rather by a 
government which knew so well how to touch those inner springs 
of emotion that can always produce a patriot. 

In the second place, youth was swept by a feeling of restlessness 
after the War. Apart from the possible shattering of ideals, the 
natural reaction from a regime of stern discipline as well as the 
effect on the nervous system of constant exposure to danger made 
the young soldier little adapted for quietly settling back into the 
normal ways of life. The difficulty was doubly great in countries 
like Germany and Austria which went through a period of depleted 
rations and unemployment. Much of the energy of youth in all 

1 In Germany, as we have noticed (page 579), the 41 youth movement" had been 
much fostered by the Prussian government. 
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countries was displayed in organizing societies for sport or political 
purposes, but such a movement was particularly manifest in 
Germany. The Studentschaft, a German student society, designed 
to bring students together from different universities (even those 
outside of Germany) into an organization for the discussion of 
student problems and to furnish mutual assistance whenever 
needed, was for a long time directly encouraged by the German 
government, though its democratic principles and organization 
hardly fitted it for a part in present-day Germany and they have 
consequently passed into oblivion. Czechoslovakia is said to have 
become the student’s Mecca because of the government’s tolerant 
attitude toward alien nationalities. It is not, of course, alleged 
that these student associations are a mere reflex of restless energy, 
but they do show a greater spirit of self-reliance and a disposition 
on the part of youth to solve its own problems. Those organiza¬ 
tions of youth which were patriotic in character—notably in 
China, Ireland, Germany, and Russia—were perhaps no less sin¬ 
cere than the non-political associations, but they were clamorous 
and emotional and illustrate better the lawless side of the restless¬ 
ness which emanated from the War. But there were other, less 
striking ways in which this unharnessed spirit displayed itself. 
In Germany the Wandervogel, already mentioned, seemed to show 
a craving for freedom—freedom from the conventional—that 
affected at least a section of German youth; and the coming of 
jazz from America, while by no means a respecter of age, seemed 
to appeal to youth abroad as a sort of welcome reflex of its mood. 
How generally youth has undergone a change is hard to determine. 
Canons of conduct vary in different countries, and in France 
parental influence is very strong. In Latin countries formality 
still shields the young girl of the middle class from chance ac¬ 
quaintances, but in England since the War a freer association 
between young men and young women has been very noticeable. 
Perhaps the most that we can say is that among a great many 
of Europe’s younger generation a freer spirit is now displayed 
than was the case before the War, as well as an eager desire to 
know the truth, whatever road may lead to that end. With 
youth, as also with woman, the shock of that great upheaval 
tended to rouse a spirit of revolt against the sanctity of conven¬ 
tion. Whether such changes are permanent is, of course, too early j 
to judge. 
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a middle-of-the-road policy; The Weimar constitution; Character and 
vicissitudes of the Weimar regime; The causes of reaction. 
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Much has been said, in general, of the social and political unrest 
that followed the War. In three countries, Italy, Russia, and 
Germany, the overturning of principles and institutions has been 
especially pronounced; and both for the effects on these countries 
themselves and for the bearing which it may have on Europe as a 
whole, the subject must be treated with some fullness. We shall 
begin with the movement in Italy. 

The Rise of Fascism in Italy 

We have already demonstrated the difficulties of democratic 
government in Italy. The individualistic and highly mercurial 
temperament of the Italians, the large proportion of illiterates, and 
the comparative newness of democratic institutions had combined 
to prevent the parliamentary regime from functioning efficiently 
or winning the public confidence. Such represents the general 
background of the rise of Fascism and the principal cause of its 
success. But the more definite and immediate cause is to be found 
in the state of Italy following the War. 

The difficulties attending demobilization and the problem of 
readjustment to peace conditions seemed too great for a people 
that were not at best distinguished for their discipline and patience, 
In many quarters, especially the industrial region of the north, 
the socialists got on a rampage; there were incessant strikes, and in 
some cases the workmen took over the factories-—hypnotized, it 
seemed, by the red glare of the sky over Moscow. It looked for 
some years as if Italy might go communist. Even the peasantry 
was affected, for in some of the rural communities tenant farmers 
or hired hands ousted the landlords and seized their property. 
Famine conditions were threatened. There was also, apparently, a 
kind of pacifist reaction against the War, for soldiers were fro- 
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quently insulted. Sometimes the railway force would stop a train 
if there were uniformed men on board. In all this period the 
ministries which successively governed Italy showed lamentable 
want of nerve, and one of them (that of Giolitti) was noticeably 
submissive to the workers. The prestige of the government was 
badly shaken. 

Parallel with these disorders one might note another sort of moral 
upheaval—a resentment against the treatment which Italy had 
been accorded by the Congress of Paris. The strike against the 
Congress and d’Annunzio’s raid on Fiume were examples of that 
glow of nationalism, sensitive and acquisitive, which spurred the 
nation to action. Obviously this feeling was not as a rule mani¬ 
fested by the lower classes, who were inclined rather toward 
pacifism, and whose objects, if they had any, were strictly eco¬ 
nomic; it was more the attitude of the liberal elements, which were 
fervently patriotic and also shocked by the prevalence of disorder. 

Great resentment was felt when Giolitti recalled the troops from 
Albania, which Italy had occupied during the War. One might 
say that the more stable elements in the population yearned for a 
restoration of order and a rehabilitation of Italy’s position in 
Europe. 

It was to these two sentiments that Fascism appealed. As far Mussolini 
back as Caporetto some patriotic societies had been formed to organiLtion 
revive the national morale, and when coherence was necessary for °f Faaci8m 
organizing a movement, the required man to essay this task was 
ready to hand—one, Benito Mussolini. A man of humble parent¬ 
age, but, thanks to his stolid ambition, well educated, Mussolini 
had been the editor of a newspaper before the War; then, after an 
honorable record in the service, he resumed his editorial position 
when the War was over. He had been a socialist and even some¬ 
thing of a pacifist until 1915 (just before Italy’s entry into the 
struggle), and then he went to the opposite extreme and became a 
militant patriot. In 1919 he became head of the movement we 
have described, and the organization over which he presided was 
known as the “Fascists” (from the fasces which the Roman con¬ 
sul had carried as part of his symbol of office). /The Fascists were 
zealous patriots and they were also staunch champions of law and 
order. If the government was unable to put down disorders, the 
Fascists were ready enough to do so on their own responsibility. 

Violence was met with violence. Socialist agitators were pretty 
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roughly handled, and some towns were completely terrorized by 
Mussolini's blackshirts. Going beyond the mere matter of “pacify¬ 
ing” Italy, the Fascists even broke up workers' industrial organ¬ 
izations. The government meanwhile, seemed no more able to 
put down this form of lawlessness than the other. 

It is still a matter of controversy whether the Fascists saved 
Italy from communism or lifted her out of anarchy, as they 
proudly boast. During the year 1919 when the country was most 
in danger the Fascists made little headway, and none of their 
number, not even Mussoiini himself, was elected to the parliament 
chosen in that year. Much of this disorder seemed to collapse of its 
own weight, as neither the working class nor the peasants were 
efficiently organized, and the attempt of ignorant men to operate 
factories had ended up as might have been expected. Mussolini 
himself was very wary, and his platform far from clear; he was 
not at first disposed to break with the socialists, and it was, indeed, 
the socialists who first broke with him, and forced him to resign 
his editorship. But there is little doubt that the efforts of the 
Fascisti to repress disorder made a generally favorable impression, 
and after convincing himself that the moment had come to take a 
more definite stand, he openly denounced the cowardice of the 
government. In 1921 thirty-five Fascists, including Mussolini 
himself, were elected to the chamber, and their leader then pro¬ 
nounced himself in favor of three things: a strong foreign policy, 
the protection of private enterprise, and the reassertion of author¬ 
ity. Of Mussolini's sincerity as a statesman one can hardly speak 
with certainty. He has shown no scruple whatever in changing 
his principles; once a republican, socialist, and free-thinker, he 
was to become an upholder of monarchy and capitalism, and the 
ally of the Church. But the position of a statesman in power is 
often very different from that which he has shown in opposition, 
and Mussolini is an astute politician. Much of his bluff and bluster, 
which has irritated foreign governments, is probably for home 
consumption, understanding as he does the emotional nature of 
his countrymen and the psychology of nationalism. Though far 
inferior to Napoleon, to whom he likes to be compared, he is like 
him in both his nervous intensity and his organizing skill. While 
undoubtedly vain and imperious, he has proved himself a man of 
uncommon force and determination. 

In the autumn of 1922 Mussolini reached the cross-roads. If he 
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did not act with vigor, the movement which he captained might 
rapidly lose ground. He had been shrewd enough to refuse a seat 
in the cabinet. He was now determined to overthrow the govern¬ 
ment itself. On October 28 some two thousand “blackshirts ’ 1 
marched on Rome, presumably in order to pave the way for their 
chief, who quickly followed. As the army could not be counted on 
to resist this demonstration, and as civil war was certainly to be 
avoided, Mussolini was at once welcomed by the King with open 
arms, and immediately made premier. Since the parliament as a 
whole was certainly hostile, this action was a coup d'6tat. Fascism 
had conquered the government and Mussolini had now become its 
de facto head. 

It is fairly evident that Fascism would not have succeeded if it 
had not enjoyed the passive approval of a large and perhaps 
preponderant section of public opinion. The middle class, as a 
whole, tired of labor troubles and a weak government, looked upon 
the Fascists as likely to maintain order and protect its interests. 
Even most of the liberals after some hesitation decided to support 
the change. Ex-service men were as a rule favorable also, since 
Fascism upheld the national dignity. The People's Party, which 
represented the Church, was somewhat lukewarm, though not 
openly antagonistic. Whatever, in fact, may be thought of Fascism 
in theory or practice, it can at least be conceded that it had a 
steadying effect, restored the nation's confidence in itself, gave it 
at last a government for which it could feel respect. 

But such advantages were gained only at a price. No longer 
was there any semblance of democracy. Mussolini has been frank 
in his denunciations of popular sovereignty, which he has declared 
a “tragic jest”; he professes to believe that it never existed and 
that it never could work if it did. His ideal is a state in which as 
in Germany before the War (and again lately under Hitler) the 
individual must subordinate himself to the collective interest, as in¬ 
terpreted by the government. The masses have no inherent rights; 
“their welfare is a concession, not a right.” It was not, of course, 
a socialist state which he established—far from it. Private enter¬ 
prise was to remain the basic feature of the economic order; 1 there 
was to be no proletarian regime, and hence any resort to a strike— 
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1 Though always under strict governmental control, which is avowedly favorable 
to “ big business.” Every merchant must have a license, and his business is subject 
to inspection and restriction. Moreover, the professional classes can practice only 
after demonstrating their loyalty to Fascism. 
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indeed, every species of class war was strictly prohibited. Labor and 
capital should act as partners, not as enemies; and by organizing each 
and bringing the two together in a common body under the aegis of 
the State he has arranged to adjust their differences and to attain, 
as far as practicable, their common ends. Equally in the interest 
of unity was his religious policy. Mussolini’s relations with the 
Church were sometimes difficult, but he made up his mind to win 
her favor and he succeeded. It was no small feather in his cap that 
in 1929 he settled the long controversy with the papacy. Italy ac¬ 
corded to the Church certain privileges, slightly extended the pope’s 
territorial jurisdiction (which was guaranteed as inviolate), and 
indemnified him for the loss of his temporal power; in return, the 
pope recognized the king of Italy. The result of this pact has been 
a virtual dissolution of the People’s Party, and a fairly hearty 
backing of the government by the partisans of the Church. Mean¬ 
while, the spirit of unity (as well as loyalty to the new dictatorship) 
has been carefully conserved by whetting the national ambition 
and pressing Italy’s claims as a great power. Mussolini acquired 
Fiume, as we have noted, and enlarged Italy’s African possessions. 
But unity is fundamentally due to the military power of the dicta¬ 
tor and the strength of the party machine. Very early in the new 
regime the Fascists gained complete control of parliament, and 
in 1933 the chamber was abolished altogether, being replaced by a 
smaller body, composed of representatives of the corporations—the 
organization of capital and labor—under the leadership and control 
of the central government. Mussolini, the premier—“II Duce,” 
as he is called—is theoretically responsible to the crown, but 
in fact is a dictator, 1 actually occupies several portfolios, and 
completely controls the legislature. But the actual organs of 
government are of comparative unimportance. All decisions are 
made by the grand council of the Fascist Party under the presi¬ 
dency of Mussolini, and the functions of the legislature are merely 
those of sanctioning them and putting them into legal shape. The 
Fascist Party—the only party allowed in the State—numbers 
several millions, and there are also organizations of young Fascists, 
which serve as sort of training-schools or nurseries of Fascism. 
Side by side with the army are the Blackshirts—a sort of unofficial 
police who stifle opposition when it appears. When the liberals 

i Even the command of the army and navy has been transferred from the KTimy to 
Mussolini, and it is the latter alone who issues orders to the Blackshirts. 
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broke away after the murder of a socialist leader (perhaps the most 
scandalous crime that has stained the Fascist record), there was a 
good deal of petty persecution, and men of doubtful views were 
subjected to heavy penalties. Hundreds of thousands fled to 
foreign lands, But even these voluntary exiles were liable to lose 
their citizenship and property if they committed any acts “likely 
to foment disorder or to damage the prestige of Italy.” Meanwhile 
a strict censorship was established, and every unbeliever was open 
to suspicion and subject to surveillance. “Fascism,” said Mus¬ 
solini, “tolerates no differences of opinion.” 

Therein, of course, lies the moral weakness of Fascism. Policy strength 
is ground out from the top and is not susceptible to criticism. It 
is true that some of the best intellects in Italy are partisans of the °f Fa8 ^ m 
government, and that in the sphere of education—where a selective 
process has been adopted by whn*h a youth is pushed only to his 
proper mental level—some excellent experiments are being tried. 

It is true also that government in Italy has been more efficiently 
and economically managed than ever had been the case under the 
parliamentary regime. It is further true that some relief has been 
given the peasants with the reclamation of marshlands and other 
aids to agriculture, that the middle and working classes seem con¬ 
tent under the regime of the corporations, and that the clericals 
are rejoiced at the stress which has been placed on the importance 
of religion. Probably the national unity has been materially pro¬ 
moted by the constant stimulation of an intense national spirit, 
and it is typical of the new regime that, despite foreign criticism, 
the Germans in the Trentino are being rapidly and thoroughly 
Italianized. Meanwhile, Italy seems to have won a stronger 
position in the family of nations than she has ever before enjoyed. 

But there are hundreds of thousands of Italians in exile who feel 
that even a benevolent autocracy is not a moral advance for the 
Italian people, and that violating as it does their ancient individ¬ 
ualism, it holds, in effect, the national soul in fetters. Moreover, 

Fascism is not always admitted to be “benevolent,” and its 
organized system of violence cannot appeal to the really enlight¬ 
ened men of today. With a less capable man than Mussolini at the 
helm one might find that the Italian temperament had not ma¬ 
terially changed. But where public opinion is cowed there is no 
opportunity of self-expression; and hence no opportunity of know¬ 
ing the public mind. It is probable that Fascism, having to share 
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honors with Catholicism, has never possessed the religious hold 
on the nation that is true of Communism in Russia or National 
Socialism in Germany. 

To the transformation in Russia we shall next give our at¬ 
tention—a movflifiient that brings us back to the period before 
the War. 


The Russian Revolution 

The Russian Revolution is a movement the full importance of 
which is as yet to be determined. Whether the principles for which 
it stands will, like those of the French Revolution, come in time 
to have general approval lies still in the womb of the future. But 
it is important at least in the transformation it has wrought in 
Russia itself, and it has altered in some respects Russia’s position 
as a great power. Thi3 alone is sufficient reason for giving it careful 
consideration. Taking into account the number of people involved, 
it has proved to be the greatest social upheaval since the French 
and Industrial Revolutions. 

Origins of Of the Russian Revolution there were two fundamental and 
Revolution paramount causes: the negative cause, the failure of autocracy, 
and the positive cause, the enlightenment which filtered into 
The Russia from the West and produced a movement ultimately sub¬ 
mitted v^rsive of the existing order. These two causes were so interrelated 

Revolution that we cannot conveniently deal with them separately, but the 
student can gather his material for the study of each one when we 
have finished our survey. 

The In the middle of the nineteenth century Russia was still a land 

fmndatwns ^ old Regime. Her government was still an autocracy; her 
U)p<Micai 80C ^ orc * er rested on an agrarian economy. Despotism, it is 
true, had sometimes been “benevolent”; but more often it had 
been stupid and capricious. Nominally the czar was the supreme 
ruler of Russia, a sovereign by divine right, head of the State and 
head of the Church, and looked up to by the masses with a rever¬ 
ence almost amounting to idolatry. But actually the dominant 
power was the landed aristocracy, who filled all the higher posts 
in the government, and constituted the bulk of the far-flung 
bureaucracy. A czar like Nicholas I often initiated policy, par¬ 
ticularly in foreign relations; but few of the czars were men of 
force, and fewer still were capable—-they were, in the main, either 
timid idealists or stubborn reactionaries—and for the governance 
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of the State they leaned on their aristocratic advisers, most of 
whom were opposed to all change. No state in Europe, not even 
Austria before 1848, was more addicted to its habits, more em¬ 
bedded in routine. And these habits to which we refer were totally 
out of accord with nineteenth century Europe. Partly because the 
empire was so vast that centralized authority was difficult, partly 
because the masses of the people were inarticulate, the bureaucrats 
and police were pretty apt to be petty tyrants. Though there 
were, of course, many cases of real devotion to the czar and to 
“Holy Russia/’ the average bureaucrat was more than likely a 
time-server who lived to line his pockets as he could. It was a 
harsh government, indeed, without oven the merit of efficiency, 
though it managed to hold the empire together, and the masses 
were at least thoroughly used to it. The czars and their ministers 
did not want the people educated, and even most of the sons of 
the nobility saw little of the outer world. Catherine the Great and 
later Alexander I had played with Western liberalism, and their 
efforts did result in the creation of a small nucleus of the nobility 
who looked toward the West for inspiration. But the strongest 
element in Russia belonged to a school, known as the Slavophils, 
which exalted the self-sufficiency of Russia, deprecated any depar¬ 
ture from her indigenous institutions, and looked upon Western 
culture as a demoralizing influence. Typical of the Slavophils 
was Nicholas I (1825-53), who made it difficult for his subjects 
even to travel, established the strictest censorship for publications 
(especially those from the West), muzzled the faculties of the uni¬ 
versities, and with the aid of his secret police, the okhrana , sent all 
political offenders to Siberia, That Russia should stay pure and 
undefiled, she must be hermetically sealed against ideas from 
outside her borders. It was evident that the Russian people were 
not intended to do much thinking. 

Such a regime was politically less progressive than that of Peter (#) social 
the Great. Indeed, some Slavophils looked upon bureaucracy itself 
with abhorrence, as a noxious importation from the West and 
imagined that they would like to go back to the world of Muscovy. 

In any case the social, as well as the political, order dated from as 
early as the seventeenth century. A middle class, save in a few of 
the large towns, hardly existed; for the few industries in Russia 
were either government-supported factories (drawing on the coun¬ 
tryside for their labor) or factories established by certain of the 
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nobles on their estates (with serfs as workmen) 1 or the cruder 
manufacturing by hand in which most of the peasants engaged 
during the long winter period—mainly in order to supply their 
personal needs, but partly in many cases in order to make enough 
profit to pay their quota of taxes. In the middle of the nineteenth 
century there were just two strata, of society: the nobles and the 
serfs. The greater proportion of the land was owned by the nobil¬ 
ity, who, as we have said, filled most of the offices of state, includ¬ 
ing, of course, the commissions in the army and the navy. Many 
of them came to court, like the French nobles of the eighteenth 
century, and some of them were really enlightened, having trav¬ 
eled to the West or learned to think for themselves in one of the 
Russian universities. There were some very cultured minds in 
Russia and a few brilliant figures, as the names of Tchaikowsky, 
the composer, and Tolstoy, Turgeniev, and Dostoievsky in the 
field of letters will attest. But most of the nobility were country 
squires, who lived on their estates the year round, led a simple and 
very monotonous existence, and were hardly distinguishable in 
habits and dress from the peasants who did their work. Yet 
however small a noble he might be, he possessed almost the power 
of life and death over his serfs. He was the censor of their conduct; 
he was responsible for the payment of their taxes; his consent was 
necessary to their marriage. He could send a serf to Siberia, and 
in fact, could mete out any punishment short of killing him or 
maiming him for life. The peasants were known as “souls” 
(“dead souls,” one writer called them), and could be sold with the 
land itself like so much merchandise. 

The peasants were still under the communal system of land 
tenure. Each tilled on his own account some strips of land (so 
scattered that it sometimes meant traveling nineteen miles to 
cover them all, with the result that labor was wasted and much land 
was left uncultivated), while all the peasants shared in common the 
use of the meadows, pastures, and woodlands. Some of the strips 
were left fallow each year to recover their former fertility, for 
agricultural methods were generally the most primitive, and the 
plow used was simply a long pole with a hook on the end. The serf 
was also required to work three days a week for his lord on the 
portion of the estate set aside for the latter’s use, and some of his 
family might be employed in the lord’s household, for any service 

» These rapidly decayed after the emancipation of the serfs. 
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could be required of a serf. Collectively the peasants formed, as 
we have noticed, the mir or village community, where a certain 
rudimentary autonomy still survived in the government of elders 
or heads of families. It was the mir itself which conducted the 
periodic redistribution of lots, since every adult male was entitled 
to his share; and the tendency in consequence was for each man’s 
portion to become smaller. Obviously there was little incentive 
for the peasant to improve his lot, which might l>e lost at the next 
redistribution, and the progressive diminution of the peasant's 
farm, while the population increased and methods of tillage re¬ 
mained unchanged, was a cause of the frequent famines. Natu¬ 
rally, too, the system deadened initiative, giving the peasant fixed 
habits of dependence.* He would have been a pathetic figure, had 
he known any other existence. His religion (a mystical and highly 
emotional religion), his superstitions, and his drink were almost 
his only diversions, Economically and morally he was degraded 
in the extreme. 

But even in a country as backward as Russia there had been Abolition 
misgivings about the perpetuation of serfdom. Alexander I had °^ 8er ^ m 
freed the serfs of the Baltic provinces, though as no land was 
provided for them, they fell to the level of hired hands, and their 
condition was actually worse than it had been before. Even 
Nicholas I had talked of emancipation, and in failing to bring it 
about he got his retribution. It was the disastrous Crimean War / 
that convinced the Russian aristocrats—or at least many of them— 
that a country with an economy based on serfdom could not cope 
with the Western Powers. Serfs made poor soldiers, and would so 
continue. Hence the lesson of this war plus the accession of a 
liberal czar give us the immediate causes of emancipation. By the 
decrees of Alexander II in 1861 serfdom was abolished. This 
reform in itself placed Russia on a higher moral level, and by re¬ 
leasing the peasants' sons to go to the towns gave her eventually a 
more flexible economy. But the economic condition of the peas¬ 
ant was little relieved. In the first place, since the nobles had the 
making of the reform, the lots assigned to the peasants in the 
division of the estate were generally the poorest land and too small 
to provide for the normal growth of families; hence, congestion 
and growing poverty. In the second place, the peasants, while 
no longer obliged to furnish their labor free to a lord, were forced 
to pay the price of their redemption (so much a year for forty-nine 
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years), for the government had agreed to compensate the nobles 
and the amount of the compensation was, accordingly, charged to 
the peasants. This financial burden (which, of course, was ad¬ 
ditional to ordinary taxes) was greater than the corvees had been. 
Hence it was in order to meet his taxes that the peasant was 
obliged often to sell his grain at the very time when he needed 
to store it for his winter's food—a condition which explains the 
large export trade in wheat while the peasants were sometimes 
starving. 1 In the third place, while technically delivered from the 
soil, the peasants were not free to go elsewhere, since the mir was 
now collectively responsible for the payment of taxes (including, 
of course, the redemption money) and without its permission 
none of its members might leave. It was only some of their sons 
who were able to go to the towns, but in any case it was the gov¬ 
ernment's policy to keep the mass of peasants where they were, as a 
fixed and stable element in society. In such a system it is quite 
obvious that the more energetic peasant had to carry his shiftless 
neighbor. Yet it has recently been ascertained that the nobles 
themselves were not materially helped by this reform. Impractical 
and accustomed to free labor, they found it hard to adapt them¬ 
selves to the change, and they soon discovered that the bonds 
which the government issued to them as compensation money were 
not readily convertible into cash. It has been found that a good 
f many of them sold or leased their lands to the more enterprising 
peasants, and thus peasant proprietorship, already made possible by 
an edict of Nicholas I, 2 had secured what seemed to be fairly solid 
foundations. But the average peasant, of course, was not enter¬ 
prising; he was submissive, resigned to his fate, and inclined to be 
lazy. Perhaps there was a little oriental fatalism somehow present 
in his character, though centuries of oppression were enough to 
make him listless. Given the form of government, a social order 
with a wide cleavage between upper and lower classes and the 
character of the people—easy-going, emotional, superstitious, and 
rather innately harsh (however stoical), and we have the explana- 
tion of Russia's backwardness. 

Yet, as we have seen already, no part of the world in the nine¬ 
teenth century could long remain immune from outside influence, 

1 When, Inter, a protective tariff was adopted in order to foster Russian industries, 
the brunt of the increased prices of most merchandise was also borne by the peasants 
who constituted the bulk of Russia's consumers. 

3 Allowing the serf to make private contracts with his lord. 
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Even Nicholas began to construct railroads (greatest of all devices 
for the promotion of internal trade), and it was only a question of 
time when Russia would be linked by rail with the West. From the 
time of the French Revolution there were liberals even in Russia, 
and some of those at court nearly coaxed Alexander I into granting 
a constitution. This group had as their object a revolution from 
above. They hoped to get the czars to grant reforms, such as a 
parliament and local self-government, and whenever the press was 
free (which was not often) they strove to create a public opinion 
among the nobility favorable U> these ideas. These were the “ West¬ 
erners,” whom the Slavophils cordially detested. It was through 
their influence with Alexander II (LS53-81) that the Russian 
judiciary was purged of its worst abuses, that provincial councils, 
known as the zemstvos , wer^' established, 1 and that the emancipa¬ 
tion of the serfs had been accomplished. Possibly Alexander II 
(who was a little less panicky than Alexander I) would finally have 
granted a constitution (already considered), and certainly he would 
have emancipated the Jews, who lived under the most onerous 
disabilities; but it is one of the paradoxes of history that the most 
humane and enlightened among the czars was struck down by a 
revolutionist, and his death was the signal for a reaction. Such was 
the end of the “Czar Liberator/’ “Revolution from above” was 
apparently discredited. 

It is evident that a more violent revolutionary movement was 
in process. Certain intellectuals, gaining their inspiration from 
Marx rather than from the French and English liberals, organized 
in Russia the movement known as “nihilism.” The nihilists were 
anarchists. They wished to destroy almost everything in the exist¬ 
ing order. The struggle with autocracy seemed so hopeless that at 
first they were not concerned with a constructive program. Their 
method was terrorism. Through assassination plots, carefully 
worked out in secret societies, they hoped to terrorize autocracy 
into submission. Each official was a marked man, even the czar 
himself; while agents of the police were the commonest victims. 
Such was a policy of repaying violence with violence. Obviously 
each nihilist took his life in his own hands; but there was no flinch¬ 
ing in their devotion, and it would be hard to find in history a more 
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1 Though under the control of the landlords and possessed of only limited juris¬ 
diction in local matters (such as education, public hygiene, famine relief, etc.), 
they nevertheless represented a relaxation of the customarily rigid centralization. 
Later, under Alexander III, their authority became more and more restricted. 



766 


A SHORT HISTORY OF MODERN EUROPE 


earnest and self-sacrificing group than these men and women who 
struggled to free Russia by the bomb. They were obviously not 
patriots (as the term is commonly used), for Russia of the czars 
was not their Russia, and it was during a foreign war or any other 
national crisis that they were usually most active; they had only 
one thought: the subversion of autocracy. But they soon came to 
the conclusion that in order to win the masses it was necessary to 
arrive at some really constructive ideal, and to this end they 
adopted socialism. With the true fervor of missionaries they con¬ 
ducted during the ’seventies what was known as the “going to the 
people.” They went to the peasant villages, sometimes lived the 
life of the peasant, and conducted a secret propaganda. But it was 
an utterly hopeless task, however heroic. There was nothing much 
more isolated than a peasant village, and the police were only too 
ready to pounce on any stranger. Moreover, the peasant was too 
thick-headed to get much inspiration from Karl Marx. Manifestly 
some likelier material must be found. 

The coming Fortunately, during the ’eighties and ’nineties the industrializa- 
indmtrial tion of Russia had begun to make great progress. One of the 
audit* 1071 min ^ ers of Alexander III (1881-94) was a man of exceptional 

significance energy and vision, Count Sergius Witte, and it was largely through 
his efforts that foreign capital came into Russia, 1 attracted by the 
vast untapped resources and the quantity of cheap labor now made 
readily available by the emancipation of the serfs. The result was 
the rapid construction of railways, the opening of mines, the 
multiplication of banks, and above all the coming of large-scale 
production. Witte even adopted a high protective tariff to foster 
this new development. Towns now multiplied, and St. Petersburg 
and Moscow became large cities. Thus emerged for the first time 
a well-developed middle class. And naturally we find its counter¬ 
part, an urban proletariat. 

It was this group of factory workers that was now to be relied 
on as the cohorts of revolution. And it was not unpromising ma¬ 
terial. Conditions in Russian factories were as bad as anything in 
the worst days of the Industrial Revolution; and while anything 
might have been tolerable to the peasant who had been a serf, a 
younger generation was springing up, less contented with its 
place in the crowded towns in which it , toiled. From this class 
the message of socialism was bound to receive a response. In 1883 

1 The alliance with France proved of great service in obtaining loans at Paris. 
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the Social Democratic Party was founded for pushing the workers* 
interests. Terrorism seemed cowed under the harsh rule of Alexan¬ 
der III, and even incipient unions had been crushed; 1 but the effort 
of the party for a time was to give the factory workers a greater 
sense of solidarity and the strength of a common creed. In 1901 


a rural socialist party / was also founded, known as the Social 
Revolutionary Party, which, « 
unlike the other party, be¬ 
lieved in terrorism as a 
weapon, though they kept it 
for the present in reserve 
In 1903 a more radical ele¬ 
ment in the Social Demo¬ 
cratic Party split off from 
the main body on the ground 
of favoring a stricter party 
discipline. This body, which 
came to be known as the 
Bolshevik^, 2 followed a young 
nobleman, Nicholas Ulianov, 
alias Lenin, who was destined 
in course of time to become 
the leader of the Revolution. 

In any case, a revolutionary 
movement had come into be¬ 
ing, and, as we have noticed, 
there were two main streams, y 
the liberal and the socialist, the aristocratic-bourgeois and the 
proletarian. It was under one of the most autocratic of the czars, 
Alexander III, that the government's own policy had actually, 
though unwittingly, given new strength to the forces of revolution. 

/The two streams of revolution, flowing together, became a tor¬ 
rent in the reign of Nicholas II. This ruler, the last of the czars 
had come to the throne in 1894, He was a man of small mentality 
and weak will, and by temperament so volatile that he was apt to 
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* Efforts wore made to revive them after hie death, and there were numerous 
strikes, though contrary to law. The government was afraid of trade-unionism as 
liable to become political in its activities; but, in 1897, in an effort to pacify the 
workers it restricted the working day to eleven and a half hours! 

*The name signifies “majority men,” for the Bolsheviks were in a majority on 
the question which caused their secession, though as a party they remained far 
inferior k numbers to the Mensheviks (“minority men 1 ’). 


The 

Preliminary 

Storm 


768 A SHORT HISTORY OF MODERN EUROPE 


The occasion follow the opinions of the last person who had been with him. 

He was also very Russian in his fatalism, and disposed to let things 
drift, feeling that somehow autocracy was part of the divine order 
of things and that it mattered very little who were its agents. 
Nicholas retained all the ministers of his father (whom he greatly 
revered), and under the weaker monarch autocracy became ex¬ 
ceptionally oppressive. It was also quite as incompetent as ever. 
The war with Japan was badly conducted, and was thoroughly 
unpopular. When the news poured in of a succession of disasters, 
the murmuring grew louder. At the tidings of the fall of Port 
Arthur students paraded the streets, crying, “Down with autoc¬ 
racy!” and “End the war!” 

The molu - It was the plight of the government that inspired a revival of the 

^risislf revolutionary movement. For some time there had been wide- 

1905-6 spread agrarian uniest, but this had been due rather to the misery 

of the peasantry. It was in the urban centers that the influence of 
the government’s failures had most effect. In July, 1904, a par¬ 
ticularly unpopular minister was assassinated, and soon afterward 
the Czar’s uncle, the governor of Moscow, suffered the same fate. 
Yet, in general, the revolutionary movement of 1905-6 was not 
distinguished by terrorism, but came right out into the open, as it 
were. Nothing could have been more innocent than the demonstra¬ 
tion of January 22,1905 when a huge concourse of workers marched 
to the Winter Palace to hand the Czar a petition. This episode, 
which ended in the petitioners being fired upon by Cossacks, is 
known as “Bloody Sunday.” It sent a thrill of horror throughout 
Russia, and there was pretty general unrest, especially in the coun¬ 
tryside, where the peasants began to pillage the great landlords. 
But there were even mutinies in the army, and though the war 
was practically over, it was decided to delay demobilization. The 
very foundation of czarism seemed to be crumbling. Hence the 
government, thoroughly frightened, felt forced to announce the 
coming of a duma or national assembly to be consulted in the mat¬ 
ter of reforms. This Russian “estates general” was, of course, too 
slight a concession to please the public. The liberals at once agi¬ 
tated for a legislative body, to be elected on a really broad suffrage. 
With much more effect the socialists attempted a general strike; 
and the movement was so far successful that transportation 
ceased, most of the factories closed, and the nation’s economic 
life was almost paralyzed. The Czar consulted Witte, who was 
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for a short time premier, and decided as a result to make further 
concessions (for, after all, concessions could be revoked); so in 
October, 1905, he issued what was known as the October Manifesto 
—the nearest approach Russia had had to a constitution. Certain 
fundamental rights, like inviolability of person and freedom of 
conscience, press, and association were granted. Legislative power 
was also accorded the duma, which was to be elected on a very 
broad suffrage. 

There was great exultation, but it proved to oe premature. The 
government soon created a second chamber of the national par¬ 
liament, so constituted as to make it essentially conservative, and 
issued the Organic Laws, which vested in the Czar an absolute 
veto in legislation. There were also violations of the newly granted 
civic rights. When the duma met (May, 1906), it was helpless to 
achieve anything and was soon dissolved. The revolutionary lead¬ 
ers were the Constitutional Democratic Party, popularly known as 
the “Cadets,” led by Miliukov, a professor in the University of 
St. Petersburg. After the passing of the duma, they issued from 
Finland the so-called “Viborg Manifesto,” exhorting the Russian 
people to refuse to pay taxes till another duma was called. But 
the revolution had spent itself, and reaction was already in full 
swing. Moreover, an instrument was found who was able to deal 
effectively with what was left of it. 

The day that he dismissed the duma the Czar appointed as Reaction 
premier the man who had been serving as minister of the interior stolypin 
and who had represented the government in its relations with the 
duma. Stolypin was a man of great courage and devotion, and 
far more practical and intelligent than the usual Russian bureau¬ 
crat. Faced with the problem of disposing of the “revolution,” 
he was willing to tolerate the duma as an institution (in fact, he 
even felt it to be a useful check on the government), but he wished 
it to be composed exclusively of the landed gentry—“men with 
roots in the country,” as he expressed it. When he failed to alter 
the complexion of the second duma by manipulating the elections 
(and accordingly had it quickly dissolved), he got the Czar on his 
own authority to amend the electoral law, with the result that but 
135,000 voters were allowed out of a total population of about 
175,000,000. Thus the third duma proved to be the kind of instru¬ 
ment he wanted—no longer a nucleus for revolution but an auxil¬ 
iary of the government. Then, while he sought to conciliate the 
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working class 1 and peasantry by certain reforms, he put down 
lawlessness with a heavy hand. There were so many executions 
that the hang-man’s rope came to be called “Stolypin’s necktie.” 

The chief concession to the peasants, the Agrarian Law of 1906, 
deserves some special attention. It allowed a peasant to detach 
himself from the mir and become the owner of the lands he tilled. 
(By a subsequent act he was also entitled to a share in full owner¬ 
ship of the meadows, pasture, and woodland.) At the same time, 
if two thirds of the elders in the mir voted for a transfer to private 
ownership, the mir was forthwith dissolved. One of the most 
interesting of Stolypin’s measures was the ending of the fixed 
social status of the peasant, who was now free to go wherever he 
saw fit, and even to enter the public service. Land banks were 
meanwhile established to facilitate sales of land, and some effort 
was made to provide the peasant with instruction in more modern 
methods of farming. 2 Of course, the peasants who readily availed 
themselves of the agrarian reform were those of the kulak type, 
the more energetic and enterprising members of the class, or else 
those who liked the lots they happened to be tilling, or those who 
wished to sell out and move to the towns; there was, in fact, a 
notable influx to the towns after the reform. With the great 
majority of peasants, however, the old policy of dependence was 
too strong to induce them to break at once with the communal 
system, not to mention the force of habit, which produced the 
argument, “Our forefather lived in the commune—why should we 
leave it? ” Moreover, for one of the peasants to become materially 
better off than the rest was at variance with the communal spirit 
of equality. Yet the consolidated farm under private ownership 
was clearly the one demanded by the acquisitive spirit of the age 
and the very existence of the kulaks showed that even the Russian 
peasant was not impervious to new ideas. By further legislation 
the government not only forebade all redistribution of lots and 
did what it could to facilitate concentration but arbitrarily es¬ 
tablished hereditary holding where no redistribution of land had 

1 Trade unions were legalized, though under official supervision, and strikes were 
stM prohibited. 

2 If peasant proprietorship were finally to become universal, as the government 
hoped, cultivation would have to be more intensive, as the available land for exten¬ 
sive cultivation would by that time be exhausted. The liberality of these reforms is 
shown by the fact that the Czar turned over for cheap sale as much as five million 
acres of land at his personal disposal. The government also encouraged immigration 
to Siberia by expending Urge sums on making it attractive to settlers 
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taken place. At the time of Stolypin's death in 1911 some 19,000,- 
000 acres had passed into private ownership. 

In spite of Witte’s claim that the basic idea was really his (it 
was Witte who in 1903 had canceled the rest of the redemption 
money due for emancipation), Stoly pin’s reforms reflect credit on 
his statesmanship. He seerms to have realized that the export 
trade in grain inevitably impoverished the peasanls as long as 
communal tenure remained in force, and that impoverishment 
could only mean periodic unrest (already the mir had frequently 
been used as an instrument of revolt). To shift to individual pro¬ 
prietorship would, on the contrary, open the way to more intensive 
cultivation. While it is evident that more lanu was still required to 
relieve congestion (and to this end the czar was persuaded to offer 
for cheap sale as much as 5,000,000 acres from the crown estates), 

Stolypin was thinking rather of the peasants who had the capacity 
to become independent. His wager was on the strong, as one 
scholar has aptly put it. No doubt he reasoned that there was 
hardly a stronger bulwark for autocracy than a prosperous and 
contented peasantry. Had not the coming Revolution taken an 
entirely different course, it is probable that Russia today would be 
a nation of peasant proprietors. 

But Stolypin’s days were numbered. He had plenty of enemies 
—the Finns, whose constitution he abrogated (in his nationalism he 
was something of a Slavophil), the more liberal elements because 
of his mangling of the duma, the reactionaries because he would 
have a duma at all, and the more rabid revolutionaries because of 
his harsh measures against sedition. He narrowly escaped being 
murdered in 1910. In 1911 he was assassinated in the imperial 
theater at Kiev in the presence of the Czar, who displayed scant 
regret at the loss of a devoted servant. With the passing of Stoly¬ 
pin, autocracy lost its last great instrument and champion. Ex¬ 
cept for an economic revival, domestic history returned to its 
usual humdrum routine, and ministers apparently took no thought 
of the morrow. And the morrow—to Russia’s misfortune—was 
another and more terrible war. 

It was the Great War which proved autocracy’s undoing and in The Coming 
a broad sense constituted the immediate cause of its downfall. Revolution 
There was no little enthusiasm and patriotism at the outset and 
hardly a dissentient voice; all Russia looked upon the War as a 
“holy war/’ requiring the fullest and staunchest effort. But 
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oj^tuocmcy ^ us ® a was no * e Q ua l to a struggle such as this. She was still too 
in the Great backward a nation to vie with the technical efficiency of the 
paramount West; her railways were unsuited to the transportation of large 
< ReKlutLn ie arm * es > ber munition factories were unable to produce the volume 
of armaments required. Moreover, there was graft in high places. 
The minister of war gave contracts to men who cheated the govern¬ 
ment while they lined their own pockets. In the campaign of 1915 
the supply of rifles failed; there were insufficient shells; and Russia 
was badly beaten. There was naturally a public outcry. Pressed 
by the duma, which came to be the mouthpiece of the discontent, 
the Czar dismissed the incompetent minister of war and allowed 
the duma itself some measure of co-operation in trying to augment 
the nation’s military capacity. 

But the patriots reckoned without those covert influences which 
in Russia played so often a fatal part in shaping her destinies. 
The old reactionary element came to dislike the War, fearing lest 
its disasters might lead to revolution, and detesting Russia’s 
liberal ally, France. This group found a champion in the Czarina 
Alexandra, a beautiful and queenly woman, of strong will but of a 
morbid and superstitious nature, as well as a haughtiness and 
reserve which had the effect of isolating the dynasty at a time when 
it sorely needed the public affection. It was she who generally 
swayed the weak-willed Czar, whom she was constantly admonish¬ 
ing “Be firm! Be master!” It is probably untrue that she lent 
herself to secret intrigues with Germany, but her one idea was to see 
autocracy handed down unimpaired to the little Czarevitch, and 
she dreaded lest the War should let loose some liberal forces. “For 
•baby’s sake we must be firm,” she told the Czar; otherwise his 
heritage will be awful.” And the Czar too often listened to this 
neurotic and consulted her on all political matters. This fact 
was the more serious because the Czarina in turn was influenced 
by a man of the basest character—one of the most sinister figures 
that ever polluted the pages of history. 

Gregory Rasputin was a Siberian peasant who after thirty years 
of obscurity became a wandering mystic, and ultimately acquired 
the prestige of a saint. He was a huge, ungainly, uncouth, and 
filthy profligate with an overmastering ambition to exercise power. 
His avenue of approach to the imperial family lay in the fact that 
he had a reputation for healing (probably he did possess some 
therapeutic powers), and on one occasion when the little Czarevitch 
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suffered a terrific attack of his strange malady (he was what is 
commonly known as a “ bleeder ”), Rasputin was called in, and the 
attack was soon allayed. He came frequently to the palace, and 
was said to have declared that the fate of the Czar and his family 
was interwoven with his own. In any case Rasputin was not con¬ 
tent simply to play the role of “court physician.” He dabbled 
in politics, and through the influence of the Czarina he made 
and unmade ministers. That he was in traitorous relations with 
Germany is not yet proved, but he was certainly an avowed paci¬ 
fist, and his influence wah defeatist and corrosive as far as it 
touched the conduct of the War. It, was through Rasputin that 
Sttirmer became premier (“a soapy-mannered man with an over¬ 
done smile,” a British observer called him), whose ingratiating 
manner won the confidence of the Czarina. Disliking Sazonov as a 
“parliamentarian ” (for she hated the duma), she had him ousted, 
and the portfolio of foreign affairs was then also given to Sttirmer. 

For minister of the interior, thanks again to Rasputin, a certain 
Protopopov was chosen, reputed to be an excellent dinner compan¬ 
ion (and as such a favorite of the Czar) but a traitor in disguise and 
undoubtedly somewhat insane. Such were the leading figures who 
guided Russia during the most trying years of the War. 

This state of affairs was only too well known to the men of the The 
duma. The chief of staff, the Grandduke Nicholas, had been re- ° a tom 
moved because he had offended Rasputin and was reputed to have 
said that the Czarina should be committed to a madhouse. As the 
Czar himself took active command and left for the front, the Cza¬ 
rina was now the freer to dictate policy with the aid of her spirit¬ 
ual counselor. But the patriots knew full well where the source of 
misgovernment lay, and in the fall of 1916 there was an explosion 
of wrath in the duma. Rumors of a separate peace were in the air, 
and the government was bitterly attacked. An impassioned speech 
of Miliukov in the duma portended the downfall of Sttirmer, who 
was succeeded by a man, just as incompetent perhaps, but at least 
not suspected of being a traitor. The storm then raged about Ras¬ 
putin; and even staunch conservatives clamored for his head. “I 
will say this,” wrote Felix Yousoupov, “There reigned at court a 
sort of nightmare. Each day fewer and fewer people remained. If 
the Revolution had not broken out from the bottom, it would have 
broken out from the top.” In December, 1916, the “holy man” 
was murdered by the youth who had uttered these words, and his 
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body was thrown into the Neva. Of the Czarina's foul trinity only 
Protopopov now remained, and he was claiming to have com¬ 
munion with the spirit of Rasputin. One might expect almost any¬ 
thing of a regime so obsessed. Meanwhile, the government was 
blind to its fate and even hampered'the work of carrying on the 
War. Like an animal at bay, with her back against the wall, the 
Czarina defied her enemies and brooded over the loss of her chosen 
counselor. 

The outbreak But the storm finally broke, when in March, 1917, the capital 
Revolution suddenly suffered from a shortage of food; and when rioting broke 
out, neither the imperial nor the city government could put it down, 
for the garrison itself was mutinous. Every day the situation grew 
worse, and on March 14, a soviet or committee of workmen was 
constituted in the city to direct the rising. Before long the red 
flag waved over the Winter Palace, and a mob had taken possession 
of the fortress of Saints Peter and Paul, the Russian “Bastille." 

On March 15 the duma, despite the Czar's attempt to dissolve 
it, set up a provisional government; and two days later, at its 
request, the Czar abdicated. Finding that his personal guard had 
finally deserted, Nicholas had had no other course. He said that 
he would go to one of his palaces in the country— “I love flowers," 
he added. As a matter of fact, he arid his family were imprisoned 
in a palace close by, where they remained until they were later 
removed to Siberia. Meanwhile, no one seemed to want to occupy 
the vacant throne; so Russia became—in fact at least—a republic. 
The Period But it was a very curious republic. The Provisional Government, 
composed mostly of Cadets, and chosen from the duma, was the 
Government ^ f 0 ^ 0 government; but the real power (though without respon- 
and its sibility) was wielded by the soviet, composed of the more moderate 
se socialists, known as Mensheviks, and looking for their power to 
The dyarchy the masses. While the provisional government was naturally 
aristocratic and bourgeois, the soviet was proletarian; and the 
only personal connection between the two was the man who was 
minister of justice and vice president of the soviet, Alexander 
Kerensky. The soviet claimed to be a sort of watch-dog of the 
Revolution. It acted as a kind of censor of the government and 
came in time to overshadow it. Resembling the Jacobin Club in 
the French Revolution and extending its branches over the coun¬ 
try, it was that sinister force which speedily engulfed the Revolu¬ 
tion. 
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This dual leadership, this anarchy at the top, was one of the 
reasons for the collapse of the Revolution as a liberal and demo¬ 
cratic movement. But there were other reasons (beside the rise of 
an extremist party to be noticed later). The Cadets, though they 
granted all the liberties which were current in the West, were 
really much too “Western” in their models, too exotic to the 
soil, to understand Russia, a country that was far too backward 
and at the same time too wracked by miserv and exhaustion to 
adjust itself readily to a sane and liberal leadership. The masses 
wanted peace, bread, and land; they were not prepared to wait for 
the coming of a constituent assembly or for a scientific solution 
of the agrarian problem; they wanted no law, no discipline, no 
further sacrifices. With the downfall of the Czar (“the little 
father,” as he had been called) the moral tie which had always 
united them had suddenly snapped. And material unity had 
crumbled under the stress of a disastrous war, followed in turn 
by revolution. 

The result was very rapid disintegration. Perhaps the first to 
feel demoralization were the factories, where the workmen refused 
to apply themselves, struck for higher wages and fewer hours, and 
wasted their time in long political discussions. The habit of dis¬ 
cipline was broken, and without discipline the Russian worker was 
worse than useless. The natural result was a continuous falling off 
of production, which inevitably reacted upon the entire country. 
Already the peasants had become infected with the revolutionary 
spirit, inspired no doubt by the soviets which had by this time 
permeated the countryside. In many cases they seized the large 
estates of the nobility, and more and more of the land dropped out 
of cultivation. And when the government tried to requisition 
grain at a fixed price, they balked at being paid in paper money 
that was rapidly depreciating. Thus the whole economy of Russia 
was upset. Merchandise from the towns no longer flowed into the 
country; the country no longer sent its food to the towns, which 
in consequence were seriously threatened with famine. Confusion 
was made still worse by the crumbling of the military front, 
hundreds of thousands of peasants now deserting in haste to the 
villages before all the available land had been seized. In addition 
to the anarchy in the government, in the country, and in the towns 
we should note the anarchy in the army. The common soldiers 
refused to obey their officers, many of whom were murdered, and 
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in some cases fraternized with the Germans across the trenches. 
As soldiers had been admitted to the soviets, the army had been 
drawn into politics, and as an instrument of war was wholly use¬ 
less. Finally, the subject nationalities, like the Finns, were begin¬ 
ning to assert their freedom and break away. The empire was in a 
process of rapid disintegration. The whole existing order, material 
and moral, was in a state of dissolution. And in the prevailing 
anarchy a party sought to make capital—a party whose avowed 
aim was the instant and complete destruction of the existing order. 

The Bolsheviks, as we have noted, had been the seceders from 
the Social Democratic Party. Unlike the Mensheviks (the remain¬ 
der of that group), who were willing to come to socialism by gentler 
methods and easy stages, the Bolsheviks would scrap the existing 
order at once and enthrone the proletariat, however small an 
element in the population. During the early years of the War 
practically all of them had been in exile or in prison, but the 
Revolution gave them their opportunity. And they had an extra¬ 
ordinary leader in Nicholas Lenin. 

Lenin was one of the most remarkable men in modern history. 
He was a nobleman who had espoused revolutionary doctrines 
and had suffered a term of imprisonment in Siberia as a conse¬ 
quence. Escaping from prison, he had settled for a time in Switzer¬ 
land where he edited a paper known as The Spark } and kept alive 
the flicker of hope among his followers. Later, as we have noticed, 
he headed the group known as the Bolsheviks, and he took a some¬ 
what inconspicuous part in the revolutionary movement of 1905. 
At the outbreak of the War he happened to be in Austria where he 
was interned as a Russian subject. But he was soon released in 
order to sow his subversive propaganda, especially in order, it was 
hoped, to start a revolution in Russia. He went immediately to 
Switzerland, where he tried in vain to dominate the Second Inter¬ 
national, a group of socialists from various countries, now as¬ 
sembled to seek a common basis for bringing the War to an end. 
Most of them had still too much of their patriotism left to follow 
this Russian agitator, who only cared for the interests of the 
proletariat, and Lenin eventually bolted to set up a rival organiza¬ 
tion. When the Revolution broke out, the German government 
gave him welcome transport across Germany, well knowing that 
such a firebrand was worth as much as an artoy in compassing the 
overthrow of Russia. Lenin was hardly an original thinker. He 
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accepted the doctrines of Marx as he understood them without 
any appreciable modification, though, unlike Marx, he proposed 
to establish the dictatorship of the proletariat without waiting 
for any period of transition. He was not an effective speaker but, 
like Robespierre, he impressed the masses with his absolute sin¬ 
cerity; he was their “veiled oracle,” as someone expressed it. He 
had certainly a genius for organization and a tenacity that never 
knew defeat. Yet the man is something of a mystery, and we are 
still without the evidence for gauging his chapter or the r61e that 
he has played in history. Fanatic, adventurer, or prophet—who 
shall say? He was at all events th^ most dynamic force in the 
revolutionary upheaval that proceeded from the War, and he 
was undoubtedly one of the greatest political leaders of his day. 

Led by Lenin, the Bolsheviks sought to scuttle the Provisional 
Government and become the leaders of a people engulfed in revolu¬ 
tion and groping for an ideology. It was gratifying to Lenin that 
a system of soviets had come about from the Revolution, for he 
saw them as the basis of the order he meant to erect. With his 
adjutant, Leo Bronstein, alias Trotsky, he established his head¬ 
quarters in the capital, founded a paper, called The Truth , and at 
once engaged in propaganda especially among the army. Success, 
however, was not very tangible at first, for the people were rather 
dazed by the Revolution, and the Mensheviks were still the chosen 
leaders. Thus he failed repeatedly to capture the soviets and 
after talking violent pacifism, he was finally moved to deny that he 
was advocating a separate peace. But he had only to dig in and 
wait, for Russia was fast collapsing and the Mensheviks of the 
soviet were steadily though unconsciously accelerating her ruin. 

At this moment Russia fell under the leadership of a man who The 
resembled a comet flashing across a sky of utter blackness. With f T f^^ 
the downfall of the liberal members of the Provisional Government i ^ e il co l up . 

a Mat of 

(chiefly owning to their efforts to push the War in collaboration November , 
with Russia's allies) Alexander Kerensky became minister of war 1917 
and ultimately premier. He seems to have been a vain man who 
found great enjoyment in his personal popularity and relied on his 
remarkable gift of eloquence for swaying his emotional fellow- 
countrymen; but his ardent patriotism was probably sincere, and 
he cherished the impossible hope of rehabilitating Russia and 
enabling her somehow to continue the War.Firing a portion of 
the army with his enthusiasm, he was responsible for a sensational 
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offensive against the enemy, which, taken by surprise, sustained a 
temporary defeat; but it was, of course, quite impossible for Russia 
to continue fighting, and disaster speedily followed. Taking ad¬ 
vantage of the crisis, some of the Bolshevik elements in the capital 
tried to pull off an insurrection, but it proved to be premature; 
and it was only because Kerensky was a trimmer that the Bolshe¬ 
viks were not effectually crushed. While Trotsky suffered a few 
weeks of imprisonment, Lenin, who had gone into hiding, suc¬ 
ceeded in making his escape to Finland, whence he continued to 
direct the activities of his party. It became more and more evident, 
as time went on that Kerensky and the moderates were steadily 
losing ground, and that the Bolsheviks, who alone promised peace, 
were gradually gaining a hold on the population. They soon 
emerged from retirement and raised the cry, “All power to the 
soviets!” for they knew that the soviet (that is, the Petrograd 1 
soviet) had reduced the power of the government to a cipher, and 
they felt confident that they would soon be able to control this 
principal organ. In October by skillful tactics they finally attained 
mis end. And on November 9 by a coup d’etat they overthrew the 
Provisional Government. Kerensky, after putting up a hopeless 
fight, fled into exile. The Bolsheviks had triumphed. 

And now what use were they to make of their victory? “He is 
no socialist,” Lenin had written, “who does not understand that a 
victory over the bourgeoisie may require losses of territory and 
defeats. He is no socialist who will not sacrifice his fatherland for 
the triumph of the social revolution ” To Lenin the world was 
not divided into nations but into classes, and he intended, in the 
spirit of Marx, to wage the class war until he had thoroughly 
consolidated the rule of the proletariat. But he must first end 
foreign war, not only because the masses demanded it but because 
he needed external peace in order to amass the strength which he 
required for the destruction of his enemies—that is, all who did 
not fully adopt his policy. Thus after the soviet had been re¬ 
organized as a body of “commissars” (the bourgeois term, “min¬ 
ister,” being avoided), Trotsky at once opened negotiations with 
the Powers. Naturally Russia’s allies studiously ignored him, but 
the Germans were more than ready to accept his overtures, with 
the result that the army was speedily disbanded, and Russia 
signed with Germany the Treaty of Brest Litovsk (March 6,1918). 

» St. Petersburg was re-named Petrograd during the War. 
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Perhaps no more humiliating treaty has ever been signed by a 
national government. Russia gave up large portions of her ter¬ 
ritory and opened what was left to German exploitation. But 
Lenin probably knew that Germany would find Russia much too 
hot an iron to tamper with—a fact which proved to be true—and, 
as for the loss of territory, he was willing to pay the price. Ul¬ 
timately he might hope to get it back through revolution. So he 
spoke of the peace as a “respite”—not, of course, a final reckoning 
with the capitalistic world. And he secured his immediate ends. 

He had meanwhile given his attention to capturing the country. 
A strict censorship, which allowed only Bolshevik sheets to appear, 
and the general prohibition of public meetings were preliminary 
measures designed to do away with a free public opinion and enable 
the Bosheviks alone to spread their doctrines. It was, in fact, 
Lenin’s purpose to break the Revolution as a popular or democratic 
movement, not only on grounds of principle (democracy was 
“bourgeois,” so the Bolsheviks considered) but also because the 
masses, as far as they professed any politics, were still affiliated 
to the Menshevik and Social Revolutionary Parties, and he knew 
that if the latter expressed their will, they would oust him from 
his leadership. The chance to do this lay in the coming of the Con¬ 
stituent Assembly, which, put off from time to time, was at last 
to meet in January, 1918. Lenin tried to control the elections but 
in vain; hence after the assembly had met and when he discovered 
that it was controlled by the Social Revolutionaries and that it 
could not be compelled to follow his lead, he sent a contingent of 
sailors to disperse it by armed force. When he heard how quickly 
the peasant deputies had scattered, he was said to have laughed so 
hard that some of his followers almost feared that he might hurt 
himself. But the passing of the Constituent Assembly was only 
another step in the class war. During the following months Lenin 
and Trotsky organized a reign of terror, following somewhat the 
methods of the French Revolutionary Terror, with a tribunal, 
known as the tcheka to mete out summary justice. It is interest¬ 
ing to observe that the man who came to dominate this organ, 
Dzerzhinsky, was an intellectual of Polish noble extraction, thor¬ 
oughly disinterested and in private life a man of gentle manners 
and disposition, but that so absolutely dehumanizing was the 
movement he represented that as an official he has been charged 
with homicidal mania. Just how many aristocrats, men of the 
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middle class, and peasants were slaughtered during this period 
will probably never be known. A German scholar has estimated 
the number as at least eight hundred thousand. Among the victims 
were the ex-Czar and his family, who had been in confinement in 
different places ever since the outbreak of the Revolution. Hun¬ 
dreds of thousands of Russians, not only reactionaries but liberals 
and moderate socialists, sought shelter in exile; others were not 
able to leave in time and suffered the consequences; still others, in 
order to save themselves, remained as far as possible in obscurity 
and eventually passed into the service of the Bolsheviks. The only 
serious resistance was encountered in the Ukraine, where various 
elements with the aid of foreign powers plunged Russia into civil 
war; but Lenin's government triumphed in the end—though this 
period of civil war had its effect on Bolshevik policy, as we shall 
notice in another connection. 

Some of the disorders and destruction of life and property at this 
time were doubtless due to the anarchy that prevailed before Lenin 
had a complete grip on things. Then some of his own followers 
were the dregs of humanity, and they felt themselves privileged 
to rob and murder as they pleased. Moreover, being a practical 
politician, he found it necessary, while he destroyed the brains of 
the resistance, to make certain concessions to the masses. Thus he 
granted the eight-hour day and even left the management of 
factories in the hands of the turbulent workmen, though he was, of 
course, well aware that economic restoration would be impossible 
by such means. Similarly, after proclaiming the nationalization 
of the land, he left it undisturbed in the possession of the peasants. 
But such were merely temporizing measures while he mobilized 
his strength. He had already raised a large army—the Red Army 
—which, under Trotsky's organizing skill, was battling in the civil 
war, enforcing the Reign of Terror, and constituted the cornerstone 
of the new despotism. Before long Lenin could begin to erect his 
system. He had chiefly been engaged in a work of destruction. But 
his great underlying purpose was to establish a new order. We 
have now to ask: what did bolshevism intend? Just what was the 
transformation which Lenin hoped to achieve. 

The basic Bolshevism, or communism, as developed by Lenin, involved 
four things. In the first place, it signified the complete overthrow 
of the capitalistic order and its displacement by a socialist regime. 
All private capital was abolished; all profits whether from interest. 
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rent, or any other source, and all foreign debts were repudiated. 
Though the proletariat numbered at this time not much more than 
ten per cent of the population it was eventually to comprise every¬ 
one. There should be no entrepreneurs and no privately hired 
labor. There should be none but wage-earners, employed by the 
State. In the second place, communism signified a social revolution, 
the elevation of the lowest stratum of society, the proletariat, to 
the top, all other classes being outcasts, until with the complete 
triumph of the class war, there would be none but the proletariat 
surviving. In the third place, communism, as it developed, aimed 
to destroy the existing religion, as dispensed by the Orthodox 
Church, and became in itself a religion with its own peculiar 
tenets and its own code of morality. What is considered good or 
bad must depend upon its relation to communist aims. It was also 
a religion that had no concern beyond this material world—in 
short, a materialistic atheism. And fourthly and finally, com¬ 
munism implied a discarding of the State in the form which it had 
developed in the West, based on a more or less territorial represen¬ 
tation in accordance with the distribution of population, and the 
erection, instead, of a state on a vocational basis, following the 
syndicalist plan. Thus a political body, or in other words, a soviet, 
should be composed of representatives of industrial units, the 
various villages, shops, and factories, instead of a body elected by 
all adult citizens with an equal voice. Lenin liked to speak of 
doing away with the State altogether, substituting an agglomera¬ 
tion of self-managing industries (the syndicalist ideal), but ob¬ 
viously he could not dispense with a central organization, directing 
human relationships and co-ordinating the life of the entire com¬ 
munity. If these four objects taken together were to succeed, 
Russia would pass through an economic, social, religious, and po¬ 
litical revolution the like of which the world had never seen. 

We may begin with the work of political reconstruction, which 
was obviously of first importance, since nothing could be achieved 
until authority had been organized and everywhere enforced. 
“Our first watchword,” Lenin had said, “is centralization.” The 
political structure of Russia was determined by a constitution 
promulgated in 1918 and later somewhat altered and amplified. 
To begin with, all adults of eighteen or over were termed active 
citizens and might vote provided they belonged to one of four 
categories: those who were engaged in useful labor, those who 
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kept house for those who were so engaged, those who had lost the 
capacity for work, and those who served in the army and 
navy. To these proletarians were accorded equal rights and 
freedom of conscience, opinion, and association. The consti¬ 
tution obviously created a privileged class, the proletariat, 
though it must be remembered that all were ultimately to belong 
to that category. All the instruments of production were de¬ 
clared to be national property; thus was socialism consecrated 
in the constitution. The organization of the State was exceedingly 
complicated. The local soviets (urban or rural) chose delegates 
to larger bodies, which in turn chose bodies above them until at 
the apex was an organ known as the presidium, which carried on 
most of the work of legislation. There was also an executive body, 
the council of people’s commissars, which was, however, amenable 
to the control of the presidium and of a larger committee of which 
it (the presidium) was a part. In 1922, after Russia had become 
enlarged by the recovery of certain regions which had seceded, a 
federal system was established, the Union of Socialist, Soviet 
Republics (U.S.S.R.), each one being modeled after that of 
Russia proper, as was also the federal government itself. At the 
head of the latter was also a presidium (composed of twenty-seven 
members) and a council of commissars (composed of ten), which 
constituted the executive. The role of the federal presidium was 
mainly supervisory, and it could quash any decisions of any body, 
executive or legislative. It was the most important organ of the 
machinery of government. 

Yet the intrinsic importance of all these bodies is really very 
slight. Sovereignty lies not in the visible organism but in a body 
invisible and extra-constitutional—the so-called political bureau, 
composed of the 61ite of the Communist Party. As in the case of 
the Fascists, the Communist Party has a compact and efficient 
organization, dominated by its leaders who compose the political 
bureau, a small segment of the central executive committee. These 
nine men are communists tried and true, and they fill the key 
positions in the State, as well as control the presidium of the fed¬ 
eration. It is they who finally determine what legislation is to be 
passed by the various legislative organs, and it is they who shape 
government policy; and through the presidium of the federal state 
they have their hands on the whole machinery of government. 
Chief of them today is Joseph Stalin, who, unlike Lenin (and 
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Mussolini), holds no office in the government but is simply a mem¬ 
ber of the political bureau and secretary general of the executive 
committee of the Communist Party. While it is true that none 
but convinced communists can hold office (in fact, no other party 
has any legal existence), membership in the party itself is not 
necessary to eligibility, though naturally, of course, the most 
responsible posts are held only by members. To be enrolled in the 
party one must pass a severe test, and one may lose one's member¬ 
ship by deviating from the path of the official policy. Every year 
there is a “purging," conducted bv an important organ of the 
party, known as the organization bureau. The active Communists, 
very like Jesuits in the rigidity of their framing and their staunch 
devotion, form the very framework on which Russia rests today. 

There are small groups of them (“cells," as they are called) in 
every factory; they are the high-ups in the army and in the State; 
and they are both a corps of vigilance, observing the conduct of 
the masses, and the missionaries of the faith. They get small 
remuneration but are repaid by the sense of power and, above all, 
by the consciousness of pursuing a holy cause. 

It was in its economic policy that the worth of communism had The 
to pass its chief test, and we may judge the avidity with which policy™ 
Lenin proceeded to put it into operation. The nationalizing of 
industry seemed also particularly imperative by reason of the civil 
war. By the summer of 1918 the policy of taking over plants and 
factories had proceeded at a considerable pace. The more basic 
industries like textiles, oil, coal, and transportation were among 
the first to be seized, control in each case being centralized in a 
directing board at the top; while over all was placed the “supreme 
council of public economy" as a means of co-ordinating the eco¬ 
nomic life of the country as well as the sole medium through which 
foreign trade could be carried on. At the same time many smaller 
factories and plants were appropriated by the State. In the mean¬ 
time, the land was nationalized, though in actual practice the State 
was content with requisitioning grain at a fixed price. 1 Since the 
ruble had lost all value, the use of money practically ceased, and a 
socialistic economy had apparently come into being. But the whole 
system broke down, because the factories were badly managed, 
because the workers refused to speed up (in many cases they were 

1 These forced requisitions were largely instigated by the need of feeding the Red 
Army while it was engaged in the civil war. 
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underfed and deserted to the country, causing an acute shortage of 
labor), because the means of production and transportation were 
in bad shape, and because the peasants resisted the demands upon 
their produce. In fact, the whole national economy was dislocated, 
The workers would not work, largely because they could not get 
food, and in consequence production rapidly fell off (in 1919-20 
it was fourteen per cent of what it had been in 1913); the peasants, 
on their side, would not deliver their grain because they could not 
get the manufactured products they required, and flatly refused 
to take paper money (which, owing to wild inflation, was practi¬ 
cally worthless). Since the food problem seemed the most fun¬ 
damental of all, Lenin formed committees in every village, composed 
of the poorer (and sometimes shiftless) peasants to plunder the 
thrifty ones and make them give up their surplus grain. “There 
can be but one outcome,” Lenin had said, “the dictatorship of the 
proletariat—the power of the pitiless iron hand, which will com¬ 
plete the work of the social revolution. The new difficulties that 
are coming we shall meet by calling to our aid the millions of 
poverty-stricken peasant folk.” At the same time, coercion was 
employed in the shop. The workers were compelled to work longer 
and were subjected to severe discipline. But the results of such a 
policy were far from satisfactory. The peasants met this campaign 
by a passive but stolid resistance; they refused to raise more than 
enough grain to feed themselves; and the result was the worst 
famine that Russia had ever known. At the same time the dis¬ 
content of the workers was so great that strikes and riots were 
frequent, and in 1921 occurred a mutiny of sailors at Kronstadt, 
which made it appear that even the military might ultimately fail 
the government. 

Temporary Lenin came unwillingly to the conclusion that his system would 
not work, though he was comforted, perhaps, by the thought that 
he had prophesied a period of transition before the workers would 
have the experience to operate industry successfully. Technical 
skill and knowledge were chief among the needs. “Without the 
direction of specialists in different branches of knowledge, tech¬ 
nique, and experience,” he said, “the transformation toward 
socialism is impossible.” So experts were employed to run the 
industries, even when it was necessary to pay them high salaries; 
foreigners were given concessions as a means of enhancing produc¬ 
tive capacity; and the monetary system was at last stabilised. But 
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the essence of the change was a reversion to capitalism, permitted 
and even for a time encouraged though always subjected to official 
interference. The private capitalist was tolerated on paying for a 
government license. The smaller plants were returned to their 
owners, the larger ones, leased to individuals; while the key 
industries were organized into trusts, privately managed and even 
allowed a margin of profit, though shaping of general policy was 
still reserved to the government. It was a policy of compromise 
with capitalism, and was popularly known as the “Nep.” Lenin 
enforced it upon his party, and severa 1 thousand Communists were 
struck from the party rolls for their opposition. The Nep also 
invaded agriculture. The peasant was allowed to pay a moderate 
tax in money and to enjoy the usufruct of his land, and subse¬ 
quently was allowed to lease land and even to employ a certain 
number of hired hands. Although there were still many difficulties 
—particularly when the peasants produced too great a surplus, 
and it was necessary to scale down industrial prices and find means 
of raising the price of grain—yet by 1925 production as a whole 
was only thirty per cent below that of 1913, and by 1927 the 
industrial output was supposed actually to have reached that 
earlier level. 1 It was as a result of this improvement that the 
government was able once more to encroach on private trade. By 
compromise Lenin had saved his government, and in the meantime 
he had insured a greater technical efficiency in all State-owned or 
State-controlled industries. But it was only a stategic retreat, and 
though Lenin did not live to resume his settled policy (he died in 
January, 1924), there is no doubt that it was his intention as soon 
as possible to resume it. 

The passing of so strong a personality made some foreigners 
believe that the system which he had founded could not endure 
without him. But the foundations had been laid too strong for 
that. There was a struggle over his mantle between the explosive 
egoist, Trotsky, and the gruff, cold, flintlike Stalin. Both agreed 
that the time had come for a return to pure communism (in fact, a 
communistic reaction had begun, as we have seen, before Lenin’s 
death); but Trotsky felt that it was also time to go back to the old 
idea of a world revolution, which had been proclaimed in the days 
of the civil war. Stalin, on the other hand, believed that Russia 
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1 Agricultural production is now (1934) believed to have reached the 1913 level; 
industrial production is far beyond it. 
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must first apply communism herself and that the class war Had 
still much to accomplish within Russia. It was Stalin who tri¬ 
umphed within the party. Trotsky was degraded from all his 
positions and exiled, and later others who offered resistance to 
the official policy were consigned to a similar fate. The dictator¬ 
ship of Stalin has apparently been impregnable ever since. A 
rather enigmatical character, like so many reserved men (he 
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learned to be secretive through a long career of conspiracy), Stalin 
is the embodiment of quiet force and political acumen. Not a 
Russian at all, but a Georgian from the Caucasus, and rather 
poorly educated, he is not an intellectual like Trotsky and some 
of the earlier revolutionists. To him the romance of the Revolution 
is over and its ideology settled. It was enough that Lenin had 
formulated its platform. Stalin has merely to defend and con¬ 
solidate the movement. Thus his rdle is that of a practical poli¬ 
tician, patient, forceful, and, when necessary, ruthless. 

Under Stalin, then, the Communist Regime resumed its policy 
of nationalization. The “nepmen,” as the capitalists were called| 
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were strangled by heavy taxation, and deprived of most of the 
necessities of life, until at last they became communists—passive 
communists at least; and privately owned enterprises ceased to 
exist. But the chief struggle was with the kulaks , the thrifty, 
industrious peasants whom Stolypin had made individualists and 
whom the Revolution had enriched. Deportation or death was to 
be the fate of countless thousands of this class. Yet to have allowed 
peasant proprietorship in a country whose population is over¬ 
whelmingly agrarian was perhaps too great a danger to a com¬ 
munist regime. 

A sharp turning point came in 1928, ending a period wherein A planned 
the general standard of living had appreciably risen. Having 7pmUion H 
disposed of Trotsky in that year, Stalin placed his unflagging 
energy and his somewhat fatalistic confidence in the task of making 
communism successful. It was in 1928 that he inaugurated the 
famous “ Five-Year Plan,” by which under careful planning the 
whole economic life was to be driven with such a momentum that 
industrial output should be more than doubled and agricultural 
production immensely increased. There should be more than 
enough to supply the domestic need; there must be a surplus 
(especially of grain) for exportation, since the magnitude of the 
plan demanded large supplies of machinery from abroad. Such a 
policy entailed tremendous hardships for the people, partly because 
consumption needs were deliberately sacrificed to the providing 
of capital equipment, and partly because the attack on the kubks 
(whom the government was unwilling to assist as the quickest 
means of stimulating production) produced for some years a 
shortage of foodstuffs. It was, however, the peasantry in particular 
—the great mass of the population—which bore the most crushing 
burden. To provide this immense volume of exports as well as to 
furnish food for the rapidly growing industrial centers, the govern¬ 
ment practiced exploitation to a degree never experienced even 
in the worse of czarist days; while at the same time it proceeded 
to drive the peasants willy-nilly into the collective farms and to 
uproot the kulaks. When a second great famine occurred—in 
1932—chiefly as the result of the pitiless requisitions, the govern¬ 
ment denied its existence (it could easily, of course, have averted 
it), and apparently made no effort to relieve conditions, since the 
calamity was simply regarded as a means of forcing the peasants 
to knuckle under. “Famine,” as a competent observer has re- 
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marked, “was quite deliberately employed as an instrument of 
national policy.” 1 But the war for the nationalization of the 
land has been won, and it seems now only a question of time when 
all peasants will be wage-earners, like ordinary proletarians, 
working “collective” farms with agricultural machinery under 
(theoretically) skilled official direction. As to the work of the Five- 
Year Plan (quite apart from any moral considerations), it is gener¬ 
ally felt that the transition was too rapid. The transportation 
system did not keep pace with expanding industry; there has not 
yet developed the technical skill necessary to insure proper qual¬ 
itative standards for the enormous volume of production; even the 
problem of housing the immense army of workers has not been 
adequately met. But efforts are being made to correct mistakes; 
and already a second, and similar, five-year plan has come into 
being. As far as bulk is concerned, the output of the first plan 
had been astounding. Official estimates had generally been ex¬ 
ceeded. 

But, in the meantime, for this vast population to find employ¬ 
ment at a living wage (and the population rapidly increases) and 
for industries to expand at ferocious speed, while ordinary needs 
such as clothes are barely satisfied, tremendous sacrifices and 
hardships must be endured; and despite the promise of a more 
comfortable living as the result of the second plan, there is little 
sign as yet that this is coming. At the beginning of the first plan— 
that is, in 1928—it was decided that with such a slender volume of 
production for private needs, a careful system of rationing was 
indispensable; and it is hoped that current methods of distribution 
will become so deeply embedded in the national habits that all 
money exchanges can ultimately be done away with. In similar 
wise private property has no standing, and may at any time be 
confiscated, though it is generally respected. Even so, one has 
little to call one’s own. Not until Russia’s economy has been 
thoroughly set in order can the standard of living rise to a decent 

* Mr. W. H. Chamberlain informs us that the famine area included some of the 
most fertile regions in Russia, including the Ukraine. “The excess of deaths," he 
writes “over a normal mortality rate can scarcely have been less than three or four 
million." This would indicate a much greater mortality than in the famine of 1921, 
when, as a matter of fact, the government was less sensitive about its prestige, and 
foreign aid was welcomed. Thousands of kulaks were also deported from different 
parts of Russia for forced labor on construction projects such as the Baltic-White 
Sea canal. It may be wondered whether the crushing of the kulaks will not react 
disadvantageous^ on agricultural productivity. 
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level—even for Russians. It is because so much patience is re¬ 
quired that communism is preached as a religion, and that the 
“Promised Land” is always kept in view. As Calvin Hoover, the 
American economist, wrote in 1930, “The future of the Soviet 
Regime depends upon whether or not the Communist Party has 
miscalculated the breaking point of the Russian people.” This 
statement was of course, made, before the crushing of the kulaks. 

If it depends on the soul of the people, there seems little doubt Commund 
that the policy is so far meeting the test. In many respects the * 0Cletv 
Russian people have undergone a considerable change. The fact 
that the rationing system prevails and that industrial production 
has been insufficient to meet even the most elemental needs, added 
to the fact that no one is permitted to work for profit, has tended 
to keep the Russian from longing for material things. After all, 
he has still the out-of-doors for reveling in sport, as well as an 
abundance of cheap amusements, such as music and the cinema, 
and even a chance to read—a diversion hardly to be dreamed of in 
earlier days. Everyone is also sure of a job, however little it may 
pay and however distant from his home; and if we except the 
political offenders engaged in forced labor, there is much more 
leisure time to enjoy the things that do not minister to material 
comfort. For the natural desire to get ahead in the world (always 
stunted in a country of communal tenures) is sometimes substituted 
the desire to serve society. Instead of competition for gain one is 
encouraged to harry the kulak or some person whose bourgeois 
extraction renders suspect; the class war must go on if for no other 
reason than it furnished an emotional outlet for the people. “Com¬ 
munism,” writes Professor Hoover, “has brought not peace to 
Russia but the sword.” The old Church is dying, for the govern¬ 
ment has restricted its operations and undermined its influence; 
meanwhile most of the population unconsciously look upon com¬ 
munism itself as a religion. Anyone visiting the Red Square in 
Moscow may see on a public building the inscription: “Religion 
is opium for the people.” Hard by is the mausoleum of Lenin, 
where his embalmed body may be viewed by all his worshipers— 
the shrine of the new Russia. Orthodox morality, like orthodox 
religion, has gone into the discard. Under the Communist Regime 
sentiment is much opposed to moral restrictions, whether imposed 
by the laws of the State or by tradition; and as such matters are 
left entirely to the individual, what are spoken of as “irregular 
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unions ” in other countries are in Russia considered normal (only 
promiscuity being discouraged); for though it is true that matters 
of sex are rather ignored than overemphasized in Russian society, 
the idea that marriage is a condition fundamental to mating is 
rapidly becoming exploded. Marriages are easily dissolved, and 
illegitimate children have exactly the same status as legitimate. 
Women, whether married or unmarried, have equal rights with 
men as well as duties, and, whether married or unmarried, are 
encouraged to become active workers in the industrial life of the 
community. Hence a beginning has been made in providing State 
nurseries for small children, and it is expected that these will 
ultimately become so numerous ihat mothers will be dispensed 
from the care of the young. The older children have little parental 
control. Some of them are novices, as it were, in the service of the 
Communist Party; and there are organizations of youths who do 
much to spread the gospel of the new religion, though their bump¬ 
tiousness has frequently made them a nuisance. There is a life 
and bustle in the new Russia that was never present in the old. 
Far-reaching schemes of social insurance, electrification of the 
peasant villages, and instruction in hygiene have been inaugurated, 
though they are still greatly handicapped for lack of funds. One 
of the greatest achievements of the new regime has been the marked 
diminution of illiteracy. There has also been scientific research, and 
the necessities of the Five-Year Plan has led to considerable stress 
on vocational training; but history and economics must always be 
approached from a strictly communist angle, and, in fact, the 
science of economics is supposed to have done its work. The creed 
of communism permeates everything—the schools, the press, 
literature, the cinema, and theater. Its alleged truths are regarded 
as axiomatic; they are not susceptible to question, but are regarded 
with the same sublime faith as the fundamentalist or Christian 
Scientist regards his religion. It is this faith that sustains ^ people 
whose standard of living is lower than it was in czarist days, who 
are virtually forced to remain on the same dead level, who are 
fed under a rationing system of the narrowest range, and who are 
kept under careful watch lest someone happens to display a little 
luxury that would convict him of individualism. From the stand¬ 
point of the West, it is a weird and unenchanting experiment— 
this molding of a communist community. Yet much of what is 
revolting is simply a means to an end. And when one considers the 
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constructive achievements of the men who are driving this vast 
untutored herd from age-old darkness into the light of the twen¬ 
tieth century, one is moved to feel a measure of admiration. Once 
again is a Peter the Great striving to raise a backward nation to 
the material standards of the West. It is the Russian people 
themselves who may wonder if the goal is worth the price. 

Why, then, has the Communist Regime grown stronger rather Explanation 
than weaker, and, in spite of the sacrifices entailed, secured a firm liability 
grip on the people? In the earlier years the organizing skill and cowwmnw* 
fighting spirit of Lenin, the weakness of the elements of opposition, Regime 
the passive acquiescence of the peasants, who, in order to insure 
possession of their stolen land, preferred communism to czarism 
as the French peasants had preferred Napoleon to a return of the 
Bourbons—these factors enabled the dictatorship of the prole¬ 
tariat to become consolidated. Then, in course of time, the superb 
discipline of the Communist Party, with its periodic “cleasings,” 
its searching examination of its members, has signified the existence 
of a great machine (to belong to which is the highest temporal 
reward), which buttresses the power of the proletarian dictatorship. 

Moreover, restrictions on freedom of opinion (in spite of the rights 
guaranteed by the constitution), the creation of a mind sealed 
against the West (a sort of revived slavophilism), the virtual ban 
on emigration and the nurturing of the rising generation by com¬ 
munist propaganda still further consolidated the new regime. 

Then the fact that communism has become a religion gives it 
that spiritual power that enables the individual to rise above his 
hardships. A god he knows not, but to the Revolution he has 
willingly given his soul. Also, in order to hearten him, the class war 
goes on relentlessly. Sometimes people are deliberately branded 
as bourgeois in order to give the mob the delicious excitement of 
tormenting them. There is also the ogpu , the historic successor of 
the tcheka , which deals with every suspicion of counter-revolution, 
and even on occasions invents it, and keeps the population in an 
atmosphere of fear. Then, too, if life is humdrum and at times 
painful, one must not forget that spirit of resignation, which has 
at all times and all periods enabled the Russian people to endure 
oppression of all sorts. And finally, the Russian people know that 
a dictatorship of the proletariat, false as the term may be (since 
government is autocratic) is at least a dictatorship for the prole¬ 
tariat. Russia is no longer exploited by an extravagant court, by 
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the aristocratic landlord or by the rich industrialist. She exists 
for the material well-being and improvement of the masses. Faith 
and force have made a people united in soul. In November, 1917, 
hardly three per cent of the population were communists; now in 
1935 it is fair to say that almost as few are avowedly anything else. 

The position of a great nation which has come under a socialistic 
regime in a capitalistic world naturally calls for some attention. 
The relations of Bolshevik Russia with foreign powers have often 
been stormy, and for a long time she was an outcast among nations. 
The Western Powers could not believe~-at least for some years— 
that a small minority of extreme revolutionists would be able to 
stay in power. They studiously ignored the Soviet government, 
and their ambassadors withdrew as soon as they could—not 
without some difficulty. Opposition of the Western Powers 
was based largely on fear of a communist regime, which might 
incite the working class within their own borders to revolt. They 
were also alienated by the Soviet government's renunciation 
of the foreign debts contracted under the Old Regime— 
an act which particularly concerned the French, who held 
$3,000,000,000 in Russian bonds. Finally, it was feared that 
Germany, with or without Russia's consent, would get pos¬ 
session of some arms which had been sent by Russia's allies and 
were at present deposited at Murmansk (on the Murman coast), 
Archangel, and Vladivostok. In the spring of 1918, after the Ger¬ 
mans had apparently got Finland under their sway, a small inter¬ 
national force was landed at Murmansk and Archangel; and later a 
similar force, composed of British, Americans, and Japanese, 
landed at Vladivostok. In the meantime, all the Baltic national¬ 
ities, aided by the Germans, had succeeded in repelling Bolshevik 
interference, and by the terms of the Armistice the Germans were 
required to hold these lands in temporary occupation. It was a 
strange device for combating Bolshevik Russia. 

When the Allied representatives finally gathered at Paris in 
December, 1918, there was much anxiety over Russia, though it 
was difficult to come to any decision. The Bolsheviks themselves 
were anxious for recognition and Lloyd George seems to have 
leaned in that direction. Clemenceau, on the other hand, would 
have welcomed war with Russia, provided the United States, 
whose forces were the least exhausted, would be willing to bear 
the brunt of the intervention, Wilson knew, of course, that such 
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a policy would be impossible to justify in America (where the out¬ 
cry was for immediate demobilization), though he was willing 
that American troops should remain for the present with the other 
forces cantoned at Vladivostok and Archangel. The final decision 
was a sort of half-intervention. The small international armies re¬ 
mained in Russia; British forces occupied positions in the Caucasus 
and the French some points in southern Russia as bases for helping 
the anti-Bolshevik forces to whom munitions were also sent; and 
the Allied blockade was extended to Russia. The chief reliance lay 
in the counter-revolutionary elements within Russia, and there 
were a number of these scattered groups, under whose auspices 
various armies were launched at Moscow o, Petrograd. There 
was also a force of some 70,000 Czechoslovaks, who, released from 
Russian prisons, had beaten their way to the Urals en route to the 
Pacific whence they expected to embark for their homes in central 
Europe. This body would have made a likely nucleus for an armed 
uprising of all enemies of the Communist Regime. But the Reign 
of Terror had been sufficient to prevent widespread opposition from 
developing, and the country was so vast that any united resistance 
seemed improbable. 

The civil war lasted for over two years, and we have already 
noted its reaction on the domestic affairs of Russia. At one time 
Wilson persuaded his colleagues of the Congress of Paris to agree 
to a peace conference on the Isle of Prinkipo in the Sea of Marmora, 
to which all the warring factions, including the liberated nationali¬ 
ties, should send envoys, with a view of settling their differences. 
But the counter-revolutionary elements would not hear of “ sitting 
with assassins,” and the Communists, who were then holding their 
own, refused to assent to a truce, which was one of the prerequisites 
of the conference. The whole scheme was no doubt chimerical. 
Then one after the other, the various drives against the Soviet 
government failed. In 1919 Poland, encouraged by France, and 
anxious to extend her frontier as well as to defend herself against 
Bolshevik meddling in her affairs, commenced a war against 
Russia, but success was only temporary, and the Poles, as we shall 
note again, narrowly escaped annihilation. 

For various reasons Soviet Russia pulled through the civil war 
and triumphed over its enemies. In the first place, there was a 
great deal of dissension in the ranks of the counter-revolutionists 
—royalists at odds with republicans, the military leaders quar- 
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reling with the politicians. In the second place, the peasants 
feared the return of the old landlords, and numerous cruelties 
perpetrated by the “ White” armies rather deepened the prejudice 
against them. In the third place, foreign support was half-hearted 
and inadequate. Interference in Russia was far from popular in 
the Allied countries, the Labor Party in England being especially 
vehement in its opposition. In the end, the Allied forces withdrew, 
and the blockade was terminated. 

No doubt the successful resistance of the Soviet government 
strengthened its moral position—in Europe as well as at home. But 
it viewed itself as continually at war with the rest of the world and 
meant to carry out its dream of a world revolution. 1 In 1919 had 
been organized originally as an act of self-defense, the so-called 
Third International, to which communists from all over the world 
were invited to send delegates, but which was mainly, and is now 
entirely, a Russian institution. The purpose of this body, which 
was not a part of the government but worked in close harmony 
with it, was to engineer communist propaganda in foreign lands. 
It was even intended to spread communism in Asia, and there is 
no doubt that “Red” agents have been active in India and China. 
In the years immediately following the War there was a good deal 
of trepidation in the West that the Russian Revolution, now in its 
communist phase, would submerge the rest of the world. 

There was also fear of the Red Army, which, if successful against 
Poland, might press into Germany and win conquests by the sword 
just as the armies of Revolutionary France had done. Hence, the 
importance of the Russo-Polish War of 1919-20. As there were a 
good many communists in Poland, the Russians had every hope 
of winning the conflict, and British labor objected to any relief 
being sent from England. It is not astonishing that when a Russian 
army had beaten back the Poles and beleaguered Warsaw, a 
brilliant French officer, General Weygand, hurried to Poland, and 
it was he who rallied the Poles in what Winston Churchill has 
called the “miracle of the Vistula.” Perhaps the Battle of Warsaw 
may be regarded as one of the decisive battles of history, though 
of course one cannot be sure that Russian armies would have done 
more than conquer Poland. At any rate the Russians were beaten, 

1 It has been suggested quite plausibly that Lenin’s eagerness to spread the 
Revolution before it was even well consolidated in Russia was due to the fact that 
Marx had taught that a proletarian revolution in a single country was impossible. 
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and the Peace of Riga (1920) settled the issues between the two 
nations. 

As the fear of Revolutionary Russia subsided, and as the Com- Admission 
munists themselves became more conciliatory with the inaugura- communist 
tion of the Nep, there seemed no reason why some conditions of fy 8 ^^ 
relationship could not be worked out that would enable outside °f nations 
powers to recover the Russian market and Russia herself to supply 
her numerous needs from abroad. In 1921 a trade agreement was 
signed with Great Britain—an act which signified at least de facto 
recognition, though there were not as yet formal diplomatic rela¬ 
tions. Much of the difficulty in the way of recognition lay in the 
question of foreign debts, and at Lloyd George's instance a Russian 
request to be represented at an international conference to con¬ 
sider reparations and other matters was granted by the Powers. 

No decision was reached on the Russian question, but during the 
sessions—to the dismay of some of the Powers—Germany and 
Russia signed a treaty, by which, among other things, Germany 
granted recognition to the Soviet government. In February, 1924, 

Great Britain, under a Labor government, followed suit, and like¬ 
wise Italy and even France soon afterward. Most of the lesser 
states followed; but the United States withheld her recognition till 
1934. There was, however, some friction at times in the relations 
of Russia with other powers. Owing to financial aid, sent by certain 
Russian trade unions to striking workmen in England, diplomatic 
relations were severed between Moscow and London for a time; 
and once a Russian ambassador was recalled from Paris at France’s 
request. But more and more the avowed principle of Stalin is 
that Russians should limit their energies to achieving success at 
home and that socialism (contrary to Lenin’s teachings) may suc¬ 
ceed in a single country. Moreover, the rise of the new Germany 
with its hopes of eastward expansion was viewed by Stalin as 
liable to become a menace. Hence Russia has come to display 
even a spirit of co-operation with other powers. In 1932 she was 
represented at a disarmament conference and made some drastic 
proposals. And finally in 1934, so completely had her policy be¬ 
come opportunist, she accepted membership (with, of course, a 
seat on the council) in the once-dispised and “ capitalistic ” League 
of Nations. Europe had not only forgiven Russia but had restored 
her to the family of nations. 

One result of the Revolution has been the dismemberment of 
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Russia. Her Poles were liberated to become a part of the new Po¬ 
land. Finland, Esthonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, aided at first by 
the Germans, became independent states, and since the civil war 
there has been no effort to subdue them. Russia seems content 
with her ethnic frontiers. Russian nationalism, according to Com¬ 
munist theory, has broadened into a world-wide cosmopolitanism, 
which, based on the dictatorship of the proletariat, knows no 
national frontiers, but the effort to attain this ideal, which would 
obviously entail a world revolution, must at present give place to 
the task of internal regeneration. Meanwhile Russia hopes to 
captivate the world by the force of her example. 

Germany, her enemy, had been one of the nations whose con¬ 
dition, in Russian eyes, seemed most ripe for regeneration. 

Revolution and Reaction in Germany 

It is not hard to understand why Germany also should have 
been a scene of revolution. In a struggle as intense as the Great 
War the credit of every government must needs have hung in the 
balance. Had it been successful, the imperial regime would prob¬ 
ably have emerged stronger than ever. Its failure was bound to 
have a converse effect. But why it was not merely shaken but 
utterly demolished demands a closer investigation. 

Dissentient voices were negligible when Germany had begun to 
wage her “war of defense.” Though there were a few reluctant 
hearts, the Social Democratic Party (which was then the strongest 
party in the reichstag) voted unanimously for the needed appro¬ 
priations for the War. Subsequent success at the front easily 
persuaded these socialists to forget that they were supposed to be 
pacifist internationalists. But in 1916, as the War dragged on 
without results, there were innumerable murmurs, and after the 
unusually hard winter of 1916-7 (due chiefly to the British block¬ 
ade), the official boasts of Germany’s coming conquests fell on 
rather dull ears. Weariness with a war that would seemingly never 
end led to a bloc of all the relatively liberal parties in the reichstag, 
and a peace resolution was the result, which, however, failed of its 
purpose, as the military authorities were in the ascendant. Per¬ 
haps these dissentients would have been wiser to have insisted first 
of all on parliamentary government. 

But the working class had meanwhile become increasingly res¬ 
tive. The Russian Revolution, with the enhanced prominence of 
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socialist doctrines, had had an undoubted effect on the German 
proletariat. At the same time the entrance of the United States 
into the War seemed to promise a prolongation of the struggle. 
There had been sporadic strikes in 1916 and 1917; in January, 
1918, there was a really formidable one, and the strikers, some 
half a million in all, demanded not only peace without indemnities 
or annexations (the Russian formula) but a complete democratiza¬ 
tion of the Empire. Yet the demonstration ended in complete 
failure. Ludendorff assumed full responsibility for suppressing 
the strike, and he did it thoroughly. It was proved a great mistake, 
however, to punish some of the offenders by impressing them into 
the army, for they naturally spread the virus of discontent to the 
men at the front. 

All these incidents were premonitory symptoms of a new temper, 
but the fate of the imperial government really hinged on the out¬ 
come of the struggle in the West. When it was finally clear that 
Germany had lost the War, its days were numbered. After the 
resolution was taken to sue for peace, Ludendorff who, more than 
the Kaiser or his chancellor, had become the real ruler of Germany, 
deliberately transferred his power to the reichstag. The leading 
historian of these events has called it a “kind of revolution . . . 
without a parallel in the whole history of the world.” He also 
points out that the imperial reichstag, still politically a child, was 
utterly incompetent to rise to the emergency. It only goes to show 
that when autocracy breaks down, there is nothing immediately 
strong enough to replace it. For the present, William chose the lib¬ 
eral Prince Max of Baden to be chancellor at the head of a ministry 
responsible to the reichstag, and it was hoped that by creating a 
really parliamentary monarchy the dynasty might be saved. 

But the fall of the Empire came, and was due to three circum¬ 
stances: the strategy of Wilson, the pusillanimity of the Kaiser, 
and the bewilderment of a nation which had suffered not only 
defeat but complete moral collapse. Germany's overtures of 
peace, addressed, as we saw, to Wilson, met with a guarded re¬ 
sponse. In an interchange of notes which then ensued Wilson 
questioned the German statement that request for an armistice had 
been made “in the name of the German people,” and demanded 
the degradation of that “power which had hitherto controlled the 
German nation,” adding that it was “within the choice of the 
German nation to alter it.” In his final note he declared that if 
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he had to deal with an autocrat, he “must demand not peace 
negotiations but surrender.” Such suspicions were wholly unjust 
to the existing government, but Wilson had no trust in any state 
of which William II was even nominal head, and he grasped at 
the opportunity of forcing the German people to take the cure-all 
tonic of democracy. 1 At all events, it was borne home to the 
German government and also surmised by the people that the 
Kaiser was the chief obstacle to peace. 

Throughout this crisis William himself played a very sorry r61e. 
He might have surrendered his power graciously and in that way 
might possibly (despite the shame of defeat) have retained the 
loyalty of a people who stood in dire need of gallant leadership. 
But, instead, after committing his fortunes to Max, he retired 
hurriedly to army headquarters, as if he could only get protection 
from the military. Throughout the War he had played a curiously 
passive role, never making an effort to sustain the national morale, 
and latterly he had virtually surrendered his power to Ludendorff. 
He was persuaded, it is true, that he had to give up his autocratic 
powers, but when it came to the question of abdication—which 
began to be demanded during the latter part of October—he was 
adamant. It was not until he learned that not only was the navy 
in a state of mutiny but that he could not even rely upon the army 
to support him, and not until he became convinced that if he did 
not go willingly he would certainly be deposed, that he consented 
to abdication. On November 9 Prince Max, hearing that the 
step was decided upon (actually it was not till November 28 that 
William formally abdicated), handed over his authority to Fried¬ 
rich Ebert, the leader of the Social Democratic Party. On the 
following day, without more ado, William took his departure for 
Holland. Had William loved Germany more than himself he would 
have remained quietly in Berlin. Had he not feared for his life, 
he would have shown a greater dignity even at the risk of his life. 
Like many of his dynasty before him, the Kaiser seems' to have 
been a coward. 

One can never know, of course, whether William could have 
evoked any loyalty from his people if he had comported himself 
differently. If a peace could be got more cheaply by scrapping 
their ruler, then many felt that the price was little to pay. In 

1 Professor Charles Seymour thinks that Wilson was following an ideal rather 
than consciously employing tactics likely to undermine the Kaiser. 
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any case the nation seemed for the moment almost stunned by 
its decisive reverse of fortune. Since it is always possible to be 
wiser after the fact, the question easily arises: could Germany, 
with her army intact, and a strong line of fortresses, have put 
up a desperate resistance, and thereby have avoided the harsh 
terms of the Armistice—terms which left her disarmed and power¬ 
less? 1 Assuming the victors to be merciless, could she, even in 
the face of ultimate and certain defeat, have won at least the right 
to negotiate as an equal and thus have avoided the devastating 
Treaty of Versailles? Doubtless it must be leit for some future 
historian to pass an impartial judgment on her surrender. The 
members of the high command did show a genuine reluctance to 
quit the struggle (so also did Prince Max before his downfall), 
but in the face of the public apathy and the beginning not only 
of actual revolution but oi mutiny in the back lines of the army 
both staff and civil government felt that further resistance was 
hopeless and that the most impending problem was the danger 
at their doors—namely bolshevism. In any event the morale of 
the nation had obviously collapsed. 

But there is a reason which goes far toward exculpating the 
German people from a charge of want of courage. The point needs 
to be emphasized that virtually the whole nation had been suffering 
from undernourishment—a fact which largely accounted for the 
strikes we have already noted. Since Germany in the matter of food 
was far from self-sufficient, and since the British blockade pre¬ 
vented shipments from neutral countries, there had long been a 
shortage of everything, and particularly of fats. From 1916 on food 
had been systematically rationed to the whole population, but even 
so there was never enough. The winter of 1916-7 is remembered as 
the “ turnip winter,” for even the stock of potatoes had run short, 
and it hardly needs to be said that meat was rarely tasted. During 
1917 some relief had come from Roumania after the German occu¬ 
pation of that country, but the supply was still inadequate to the 
demand, especially as the army must be fed even if citizens went 
hungry. Such privations were usually fatal to the weaker members 
of society and it is probable that some quarter of a million perished 

i THfl question was actually investigated by the Constituent Assembly. See 
The Causes of the German Collapse (ed. Lutz), esp. pp. 81-8. A weakening of the 
military morale through the depression due to defeat and as a result of revolutionary 
propaganda was brought to light in the investigation. It would seem that revolution 
reacted fatally against the national cause. 
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as the result of various diseases that attack the underfed. Those 
who survived succumbed to a sort of lethargy. The will to struggle 
and endure had been sapped as the result of depleted strength. 
Such is probably the chief explanation of the moral collapse. Fi¬ 
nally it should be added as a contributive factor to this condition 
that the country for several months had been bombarded by Allied 
propaganda from the air, blaming the War on the Kaiser and por¬ 
traying a peace-loving people as having been hoodwinked by its 
government. It is probably true that by this time most Germans 
had become heartily sick of monarchy, which they associated only 
too painfully with the War; and they seemed not even to be 
troubled by the ignominy of surrender. Life would only be tolerable 
when the past could be forgotten. 

In the meantime, while the army was greatly relieved that 
peace was impending, the high command of the navy planned a 
dash at the British coasts as an attempt to show that Germany 
could still “pass out with honor.” But the plan seemed only 
ridiculous to the sailors, who simply resorted to mutiny in order 
to make its execution impossible. As the navy had been substan¬ 
tially inactive during the War, it had had little to do but watch 
the swaggering of its officers, and it did not propose now to be 
sacrificed for a gesture. But the mutiny, because of fear of capital 
punishment if it were quelled, soon developed into a real revolu¬ 
tion. In Kiel workers’ and sailors’ councils were formed after 
the model of the Russian soviets (proving, it would seem, the in¬ 
fluence of Bolshevik propaganda), and the movement (supported, 
it appears, by army reservists) soon spread to other towns. Even¬ 
tually councils of workmen and soldiers sprang up throughout 
Germany, including, of course, Berlin. It was this threatened 
domestic upheaval which had partly accounted for Germany’s 
surrender to the Allies. But the present movement was only 
in its beginnings. Much depended on the conduct of the new 
government. 

On November 9, the day of the supposed abdication of the em¬ 
peror, a republic was proclaimed in Berlin, and the following day 
a provisional government was set up by the Socialist leaders. 
Three of the six “commissars” (as they were called) were Majority 
Socialists (the more conservative wing of the Social Democratic 
Party) and three were Independent Socialists, the two parties 
forming a bloc against the communists, popularly known as the 



THREE NATIONS IN UPHEAVAL 


801 


“Spartacides.” 1 The split into the first two groups had taken 
place during the War, when the Independents had insisted upon a 
peace without indemnities or annexations, while the Majority 
Socialists refused at that time to hamper the government. With 
the establishment of the Republic divergence became more marked. 

The Majority Socialists were opportunists and ready to shelve 
their socialist doctrines until a democratic state had been erected 
on firm foundations. The Independents, on the other hand, 
clamored for a social revolution without delay. Their hopes lay 
chiefly in the workers’ councils, though for the present fear of the 
communists stayed their hand. The workers’ council of Berlin 
formally recognized the new government, though at first on the 
understanding that the latter derived its authority from the 
council; and later it was agreed that the government should func¬ 
tion at least until a meeting of representatives of all the councils. 

All this seemed to smack someiiow of “ bolshevism.” Was Ger¬ 
many to be driven irresistibly into that current? 

How far and how deep the German Revolution would go was a Question of 
question soon to be decided. The question of the fate of the various limitation 
monarchies within the Empire was not long in being settled. “It 0 ^iution 
was easy for you Frenchmen to bring about your revolution,” —repressim 
a German socialist had once said to a French friend. “You had communism 
only one head to cut off. We shall be obliged to cut off twenty-five.” 

Yet history had quite belied him, for all these thrones had toppled 
very quickly, the King of Bavaria having actually anticipated the 
Kaiser in flight; and there was not only no resistance but in a few 
cases these princelings had retired with the blessings of their sub¬ 
jects. Much more serious was the question whether Germany 
would go communist. The disorganization attendant upon the 
conclusion of the War and the effects of the British blockade 
(which, now extended to the Baltic, cut off all supplies from 
Sweden), together with the difficulty for lack of railway cars of 
distributing what food there was, had produced increasing misery, 
and the temptation to turn to communism as a kind of emotional 
outlet was no doubt very great. Besides, the communists, backed 
by emissaries from Moscow, were trying to make capital out of 
the distress. Yet the bulk of the working class remained passive 
in spite of all. Forced, at length, to make their choice, the Inde- 

1 From Spartacus, a leader of a revolt of slaves during the Roman Republic. The 
Spartacides were offered representation in the government but refused. 
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pendents reluctantly agreed to the calling of a constituent assem¬ 
bly; and when a congress of all the councils met in December, 
it was controlled by the Majority Socialists, and accordingly was 
persuaded to support the government. Probably its action was 
also prompted by the feeling that if Germany went communist, 
the War might be renewed, the country invaded, and even much 
harder terms of peace imposed. One of the leaders of the Majority 
Socialists had begged the congress not to give the Allies any excuse 
for delaying the conclusion of peace. The congress also fixed the 
date for the election of the Constituent Assembly, much to the 
disgust of the Independents who had wanted a socialist regime 
erected first. As a matter of fact, the worked councils had demon¬ 
strated already their incompetence, and anarchy and economic 
collapse were seriously threatened. 1 Evidently the Independents 
were definitely losing their tactical advantage. Soon afterward 
three of the party resigned from the government, their places be¬ 
ing taken by Majority Socialists, who, now holding all six places, 
engrossed responsibility for its policy. 

But while the Independents were trying without much success 
to find a middle position, the Spartacides were determined to over¬ 
throw the government by violence and establish without delay 
the dictatorship of the proletariat. They had tried to paralyze 
the work of the workers’ congress but without success. In January, 
1920 they pulled off a formidable riot in Berlin, and in March 
they were able to set up a kind of communist republic at Munich 
in Bavaria. But Germany in the end repudiated communism for 
several reasons. In the first place, most Germans, unless they 
reach the point of despair, are disinclined to violence or radical 
measures; the lack of a vengeful spirit toward the junkers had 
demonstrated that. In the second place, the public, in general, 
was apparently persuaded that the peace might be delayed (or 
be even more severe than was anticipated) if Germany went 
communist, and the greatest immediate need was the raising of 
the blockade. And in the third place, the commissar of defense in 
the provisional government, Gustav Noske, was a man who by 
long training as a labor agitator had come to know how to handle 
workmen and did riot hesitate when necessary to be ruthless. 
Both the Berlin riot and the Bavarian rebellion were put down 

1 See Luts, The German Revolution (Stanford University Publications in History, 
Economics and Political Science), p. 81. 
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with a heavy hand. Meanwhile, elections to the Constituent 
Assembly had resulted in a sweeping victory for the moderates, 
even the Independents winning only twenty-two seats. An attempt 
of the Spartacides to hamper its work was speedily quashed. The 
government had, of course, to face the reactionaries on the right 
as well as the communists on the left, but it managed to hold its 
own. The middle course of the Majority Socialists seemed likely 
to give Germany a regime that would be both solid and enlight¬ 
ened. 

The elections had, in short, resulted in a triumph for the Major¬ 
ity Socialists, who would form the largest party (though not a 
majority) in the assembly. The place of meeting was Weimar, 
a town with liberal traditions and preferred to Berlin because of 
the danger from extremists in that city. When the assembly 
met, it proceeded to frame a provisional constitution under which 
Ebert and Scheidemann, the Majority Socialist leaders, were 
respectively chosen president and chancellor. The permanent 
constitution was finally drafted, submitted, and passed by the 
assembly by a vote of 242 to 76. 

By the constitution of the German Republic the federal char¬ 
acter of the State was retained and the upper house continued to 
be composed of deputies from the various states, though no state 
was to have more than two fifths of the representation. Autonomy, 
though slightly less than under the Empire, was granted to each 
of the states. In most respects the new regime was markedly 
different from the old. There was a declaration of fundamental 
rights of the individual, and women were to have the same status 
as men. The supremacy of the popular chamber, the reichstag 
(elected by universal suffrage), was clearly established, while 
cases were even provided for allowing a referendum to the people. 
Laws which did not emanate from the government usually origi¬ 
nated in the reichstag, and the reichsrath (the federal chamber) 
had only a suspensive veto. The chancellor, the active head of the 
government like the premier in other countries, was directly 
responsible to the reichstag. The position of the president was 
peculiar and showed a lurking apprehension of possible dangers 
to the Republic. In many respects (the length of his term, his 
irresponsibility for ordinary public acts, and his right of select¬ 
ing a chancellor likely to control the reichstag) his position closely 
resembled that of the president of France; but there were two 
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important exceptions: he was elected by the direct vote of the 
people and not by the legislature; and to him was entrusted the 
application of article 48, the “emergency clause” of the con¬ 
stitution. This meant the very special right, at any time when 
public order was disturbed, of taking any measures necessary 
to restore it—even the use of the armed forces—and of suspending 
wholly or in part the fundamental rights established in the con¬ 
stitution. This right, as a learned authority has declared, gave 
the president “a constitutionally more important position than 
that which was held by the Kaiser.” A plan of proportional repre¬ 
sentation and the determination of the number of deputies in 
the reichstag in accordance with the number of votes cast were 
interesting experiments; also the establishment of an economic 
council, recruited from workers’ and employers’ councils, to advise 
the reichstag on social legislation. Thus, in a limited sense, was 
safely embedded the conciliar system in the framework of the 
government. Socialism itself was not put into practice, though 
the constitution explicitly opened the way to the nationalization 
of industry. 

But this democratic republic was never what could be called 
socialistic, and even its “socialization” of the coal and steel indus¬ 
tries was nothing more than a measure of government control. 
It did, however, show at first great favor to the proletariat, as 
might be expected. The eight-hour day, promised as early as 
November, 1918 for a date not later than January 1, 1920, was 
duly put into force; payment of wages by the hour was generally 
substituted for payment by the piece; the wages of the unskilled 
were raised almost to the level of that of the skilled; and certain 
measures were taken to safeguard the workers’ interests in factory 
and shop. The new regime also stood for a degree of social equality 
never hitherto known in Germany. Workmen’s sons could now 
obtain a university education, enter a profession, or obtain a 
government post. But with the exception of the eight-hour day, 
the severe economic stress of the next few years ended or at least 
vitiated most concessions to the proletariat; and even the national 
economic council was pretty generally ignored. Apart from their 
ingrained moderation and, perhaps, timidity, the Majority Social¬ 
ists were forced by political weakness to tolerate capitalism, and 
all that they could hope for were occasional social reforms, Though 
the Independents and Majority Socialists were finally reunited 
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in 1922 to form the United Social Democratic Party, it never en¬ 
joyed a majority in the reichstag, and the chancellor, who was 
rarely a member of that party, owed his position as a rule to a 
bloc of moderate groups. Added to this difficulty of coalition 
ministries, frequently changing, the royalists twice attempted to 
overthrow the government—once in 1920 when only a general 
strike of the Berlin workmen, which cut off water and light in 
the city prevented its success, and again in 1923 when Ludendorff 
tried what was known as his “beer-hall” puhch; and though they 
seemed to fear the communists more than the royalists, the re¬ 
publican statesmen probably never felt very secure. Perhaps 
they would have staved off trouble if they had set up a semi¬ 
dictatorship, but such an act would have been contrary to their 
principles. 

But the greatest difficulties of the Republic were economic. 
The financial position of the state was precarious, partly owing 
to the fact that food and raw materials for German industries 
were needed at a time when productivity was necessarily lowered, 
partly owing to unwise expenditures in the interest of the working 
class, and partly due to the compulsion to make reparation pay¬ 
ments. As a means of paying its debts the government resorted 
to inflation, and though it is true that in respect to taxes it was 
much too lenient toward the rich, it is not at all certain that 
printing-press money could have been avoided. The government 
had also the problem of trying to placate the Allies without losing 
all respect for itself at home. When these efforts failed and the 
French and Belgians took possession of the mining region, known 
as the Ruhr, the government's policy of passive resistance —order¬ 
ing a general strike in the Ruhr and supporting the strikers in the 
meantime—produced still wilder inflation. Prices came to be 
quoted in billions of marks, and often a person of means who 
hoarded his money instead of spending it was quickly reduced to 
indigence. The sufferings of the workmen and the middle class 
(especially the salaried people) were probably as bad as during the 
worst period of the War; and when at last, in October, 1923, the 
currency was stabilized and the budget balanced, new sacrifices 
were demanded, as economy forced the dismissal of some 700,000 
persons from public employments, a moratorium was declared 
on public loans (thus depriving the government's creditors of 
their interest), and even taxes were increased. Yet the govern- 
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ment did not allow people to starve, and as business picked up, 
conditions became generally better. By the middle of 1924 Ger¬ 
man industries were well on the way to recovery. Then, during 
the following year, were signed the Treaties of Locarno, which 
promised to safeguard the country from another invasion. So 
bright indeed seemed the future that the government plunged into 
new and reckless expenditures on welfare projects, aiming to meet 
the growing deficit by foreign loans instead of raising additional 
revenues from taxation. Yet in spite of its many misfortunes and 
mistakes and a tendency to live from hand to mouth (which was 
to be expected) it can hardly be said that the Republic was an 
utter failure. 

We have mentioned business recovery. Under the benevolent 
protection of the government a real industrial renascence had set 
in—a phenomenon we shall consider more fully in another place, 
and which, suffice it to say here, lifted Germany economically 
above all the rest of Europe. Though the sweeping introduction 
of rationalization involved for a time some unemployment, the 
government happily intervened by a thoroughgoing measure of 
unemployment insurance, and by 1929 the problem seemed to 
be solved by the simple fact that the workers were now being re¬ 
absorbed into these rapidly growing industries. Moreover, wages 
steadily increased. Since the national credit had been greatly 
enhanced (especially after the second reparation settlement, the 
u Young Plan”)) an abundance of foreign capital poured into 
Germany, though usually in the form of short-term loans, and it 
obviously behooved the Germans to watch their step. 

If only the political situation had remained tranquil, it is prob¬ 
able that Germany would have faced the world-wide depression, 
which began in 1929, with much less prospect of suffering than 
would have been the case with any other country. Unhappily, as 
we have observed, she had been trading on a long-continued boom, 
and her finances were on very shaky foundations. Unhappily, too, 
the government had from the first been forced to meet much 
adverse criticism for its approval of the Young Plan, and in the 
elections of 1930 the Communists, 1 together with a new party of 
the right, the National Socialists, captured nearly a third of the 
vote. It was evident that the moderates had lost ground to the 
extremists on both sides. The Communists could never forgive 

1 The earlier party designation, “Spartacides,” seemed to pass out of use. 
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the Social Democrats for not having put socialism into practice, 
and the National Socialists were opposed to the least gesture of 
conciliation to the Allies. The result of these symptoms of unrest 
was a withdrawal of foreign capital, and the recently thriving 
industries were forced into rapid retrenchments with the result 
that more and more workers were turned out of employment. 

With unity and patience the crisis might conceivably have been 
surmounted, but only confusion prevailed. Efforts of the chancel¬ 
lor, Briining, to balance the budget by retrenching on welfare proj¬ 
ects and raising the level of taxation lost him at times the support 
of the reichstag, and it was only by the president's intervention 
that he was able on such occasions to stay in power. The bitterest 
enemies of the government were the Nationalists (the junkers' 
party), incensed at the Chancellor’s project of breaking up their 
estates in the interest of the peasantry and as a means of providing 
relief for unemployment, and it was Hindenburg's final decision to 
oppose this measure that finally forced Briining into retirement. It 
has also been alleged that Fritz Thyssen, the great steel magnate, 
was helping with his money to finance the opposition because 
Briining had favored a rival in the steel trust. With the fall of 
Briining in 1932 the constitutional regime was practically doomed. 

We must now ascertain the various causes of the fall of the Weimar 
Republic. 

The failure of the German people to sustain the liberal achieve- The 
ments of their revolution and their resort to a government much reaction 
more autocratic than any they had ever experienced seems at first 
sight one of the most curious twists of history. Writing as late as 
1929, a careful student of the new Germany had declared, “The 
Republic has been consolidating itself from year to year until now 
it is impregnable .... Political democracy has been achieved 
brilliantly in Germany." It was felt in the outside world that with 
the adoption of the Young Plan and the astounding revival of 
German industry the worst days of the Republic were over. And 
even after some unexpected disasters had taken place (the eco¬ 
nomic slump and the rise of the National Socialists) one might 
suppose that the definite collapse of the hated reparations issue 
(as became evident in 1932) would operate as a stimulant and 
fortify the intelligence of the German people. But a good many 
things in history are explained by national character, and in this 
we may perhaps discern one fundamental clue to the failure and 
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collapse of the Republic. The Germans as a people are patient 
under hardships but they also possess an immense reserve of emo¬ 
tion, which, if it finally breaks forth, is liable somehow to sweep 
them off their feet and seems to dull their intelligence. This trait 
was illustrated by the National Socialists, whose objects we shall 
presently discuss, and to some extent it came to be noticeable in 
the nation as a whole. Perhaps also we may agree with Sombart's 
crisp characterization of Germans ;*s “the most subservient to 
authority of any people on the globe.” The Republic did not 
change that habit of subservience, as was proved when it had to 
meet its hardest test. Moreover, democracy was still new to the 
German people, and they had had to shoulder the experiment 
under conditions often abnormal and very discouraging. 

As the factor which profoundly affected the temper of the Ger¬ 
man people, we must note as the second cause a strong and fun¬ 
damental discontent, which was partly political in its inspiration, 
partly economic. As to the former, there was a deep-seated re¬ 
sentment over the humiliations imposed upon Germany by the 
Treaty of Versailles—a resentment which was not much allayed 
by the security Germany obtained against further invasions of 
her territory or the concessions which were made in respect to 
reparations. The trials which the German people had had to bear 
were too great to be forgotten, and in their eyes the Weimar regime 
had failed to protect the national honor. While it is true that 
reparations had constituted a relatively small part of the tax¬ 
payer's burden 1 and that social welfare work accounted for much 
of the load, nevertheless the current belief was that reparation 
payments \Vere chiefly responsible for the heavy taxation, and there 
was, as we shall see, a party interested in strengthening this con¬ 
viction. The Republic had been compromised from the beginning 
by its acceptance of the Treaty of Versailles, and the Allies, who 
had every reason from the standpoint of the general interest to 
make its position as easy as their own interests would allow had 
rendered it more difficult by failing so long to fix the amount to 
be paid as reparations and the unrelenting tenacity with which 
they had pressed the whole question. When finally the reparation 
question died, it was not lost on the German people that the re¬ 
actionary government which followed Briining had procured more 

1 But, as pointed out by Professor James W. Angell, this money went abroad, and 
therefore could not be used in the productive life of the country. 
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concessions from the Allies than any previous government had 
succeeded in obtaining since 1918. 1 

It should be noted also that economic discontent had other 
causes unrelated to reparations, and that this discontent deepened 
as the result of new circumstances. While it is true that in 1928 
the national income reached a level twelve per cent higher than 
that of 1913 (the increase per capita being fifteen and a half per 
cent)^ it must be realized that the distribution of wealth was very 
uneven. The American economist, J. W. Angcll, has pointed out 
that while the large business interests had made considerable 
profit and the economic position of employed workers had slightly 
improved, the peasant! y had rather lost ground since the War, 
while the lower middle class had become impoverished during the 
period of wild inflation. It is also true that there were a million 
and a half workers unemployed (though mast of them, it seems, 
leaned to the left rather than to the right). As for the lower middle 
class, if it had bettered itself a little during the boom, the recession 
from industrial activity, which, of course, affected everyone, was 
for this class all the harder to endure, since its savings had been 
lost and, unlike the proletariat, no system of insurance had been 
designed for its relief. A large proportion of this class had indeed 
been driven into the ranks of the proletariat—a fact which meant 
a lowering of social prestige. It was the lower middle class that 
felt the greatest bitterness toward the constitutional regime. 

One should also add as a phase of this second cause that an 
important factor in the moral revolt against the consequences of 
the War was German youth. The young men who had fought in 
the War found in the period which followed, when they were grop¬ 
ing, as it were, for some ideals, that they still had a cause to serve— 
at least in their hearts. They yearned for a chance to defend their 
beleaguered country from the “ oppression ” of the Allies. There 
were millions, who, too young to fight in the War, had come to 
look upon that struggle as a catastrophic blunder of the older 
generation. In a vague, romantic way they looked to a new Ger¬ 
many that would arise out of the ruins of the old. Many of them, 
moreover, were unable to obtain employment and they threw their 
surplus energy into various organizations in which self-discipline 


1 As a matter of fact, Brtining deserved most of the credit for convincing the 
Powers that the reparation question was dead, and the Conference of Lausanne was 
indirectly due to him rather than to his successor. 
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and devotion to the fatherland were the keynotes. It was this 
element which came to form the principal driving power in the 
cataclysm to come. 

A third and negative cause of the fall of the Weimar regime may 
be found in certain mistakes of the republican statesmen. We 
have alluded to questionable handling of financial problems, and 
W’e shall presently notice the bland indifference to the strength of 
the reactionary elements. Above all, the constitution itself had 
certain weaknesses that proved to be very serious. The scheme 
for proportional representation, so admirable in principle, made 
it all the more difficult for any single party to control the reichstag, 
and accordingly the Social Democrats, compelled to share their 
power with other groups, were forced to adhere to a rather negative 
policy, which made them lose their identity and gave the Repub¬ 
lic itself a somewhat colorless character. It is true, of course, that 
all the coalition parties were loyal to the Republic, and that even in 
the reichstag of 1930 they commanded a majority, but the chan¬ 
cellor failed at a critical moment to control it, and the political 
bickering of the next two years was fatal to the Republic. A more 
serious feature of the constitution, however, was the provision 
which permitted the president to decide when a situation was an 
emergency and on such an occasion to exercise discretionary power 
—a clause that made it possible and easy for a president to end 
the Republic by some sort of coup d’6tat. As long as Ebert was 
president, all was well, but the danger of subjecting this office 
to the popular choice is obvious enough—especially if democratic 
sentiment should wane. It was an evidence of the decline of the 
Social Democrats that they won not even a plurality in the presi¬ 
dential election of 1925; and the place was finally won by Marshal 
von Hindenburg, put forth as a candidate of the right because of 
his personal popularity. Hindenburg, as a monarchist, was hardly 
expected to be loyal to the Republic, though until the junker 
intrigue against Chancellor Bruning it cannot be positively stated 
that he used his influence for anything but harmony. He was 
unfortunately the instrument by which Bruning was forced out 
of office, and the two following chancellors whom he chose had 
neither of them the backing of the reichstag. By such action he 
was obviously stretching his right under the constitution to “take 
such measures as are necessary to restore public safety and order/' 
Yet it may be said in defense of this dull but honest statesman 
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that being very old he was hardly in a position to view so serious 
a crisis broadly, and it is quite possible that by putting the junkers 
into power he hoped to be able at least to head off the more for¬ 
midable National Socialists. 

A fourth cause of the disaster to the Republic was the strength 
of the royalist elements and the gwst-privileged position which 
they enjoyed. Whether through lack of nerve or simply sublime 
optimism the Social Democrats had treated with great mildness 
those implicated in the drives on the Repub) >c in 1920 and 1923; 
and respect for the law (so natural to the German people) was 
apparently fast ceasing to be a virtue. For many years the country 
had been infested with irregular hands, who meted out punishment 
to communists as though they were special police, duly com¬ 
missioned for that purpose. From the same nefarious sources 
is to be accounted the murder of two men 1 who, next to Strese- 
mann, were probably the ablest statesmen of the Republic. It is, 
indeed, a strong evidence that the Republic was always living in a 
fools' paradise that the junkers still remained as the kernel of the 
army and that they still held the chief posts in the judiciary—a 
fact which explains its fixed bias against communists when the 
aforesaid armed rascals were haled into court. The awe with which 
the moderates regarded this element may also be judged from the 
fact that the large estates in East Prussia, which had long been 
heavily mortgaged, had received direct assistance from the govern¬ 
ment. Very influential were the “ Steel Helmets/' an organization, 
of junkers, which in military training was only second in impor¬ 
tance to the army. Professor Hoover considers that the army, 
which was the instrument of its capable organizer, General von 
Schleicher, had enjoyed as early as 1923 “a power of veto over 
Germany's political destinies." 

A fifth and more immediate cause of the d6b&cle was the world¬ 
wide depression, which definitely brought to an end the industrial 
boom (already affected, as we have seen by political unrest) and 
then produced a slump, resulting in a great increase of unemploy¬ 
ment. It was this slump that made the industrialists so deter- 

1 Rathenau and Erzberger, both moderates. Rathenau, a wealthy industrialist 
but disliked as a Jew and a moderate, had been indispensable during the War for his 
organizing talent and had contributed powerfully to Germany’s industrial recovery. 
A conciliatory attitude toward the Allies in the matter of reparations was largely 
his undoing. Erzberger, leader of the Centrist (i,e. Catholic) party, not only had 
signed the Armistice but had dared while in office to recommend heavy taxation to 
meet Germany’s obligations. 
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mined to control the government, though most of them were not 
as yet National Socialist and they hoped through the medium of 
a strong and conservative chancellor to ward off radical experi¬ 
ments from either direction. How the depression affected the 
middle and working classes we have already said. It must be 
realized that the depression, as well as the national hatred of the 
Allies, formed part of the fuel for the fire which the National 
Socialists had kindled. 

And thus finally we come to Hitler and the following which he 
recruited from royalists and malcontents—a movement which 
determined to capture the government of Germany and set up an 
entirely new regime. Adolf Hitler was a German Austrian of the 
lower middle class, a native of Braunau, close to the border of 
Bavaria, and as a recent writer has said, “ There are few people 
more typically German than those Austrians near the German 
border among whom abstract and fanatical ideas of pan-German¬ 
ism have always flourished.” Whether from delicate health or 
indolence, Hitler failed in his studies at school, and consequently, 
in spite of artistic talent, was unable to get admission to an acad¬ 
emy of art or to an architectural school. He was eventually forced 
by penury to ply the trade of a mason, but as a member of the 
middle class who had sunk to the level of the proletariat, he thor¬ 
oughly hated his work and the men with whom he had been 
forced to cast his lot. It was in Vienna, where he worked, that he 
became a bitter enemy of socialism and also of the Jews, of whom 
there were a great many in the ranks of the proletariat. Those who 
knew him accounted him “queer.” He liked to talk at random, but 
did not seem somehow to “fit in,” and he lived, in fact, a rather 
isolated life. As he had moved to Munich in 1912, he fought in 
the German army during the War, was promoted to a corporal- 
ship, and even awarded the iron cross, though he never gained a 
commission. After the War, his health impaired by gas poisoning, 
he devoted most of his time and leisure to politics, and helped to 
organize a little group which eventually became the National 
Socialist Party. In 1923 he took part in the abortive Ludendorff 
plot, and suffered a brief imprisonment as a result—during which 
he commenced his memoirs, later the gospel of National Socialism, 
My Battle . Both from his writings and his utterances one can 
infer that he was not a man of any intellectual depth. His men¬ 
tality seemed rather to pivot on relatively simple abstractions— 
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anti-socialism, anti-semitism, and nationalism—but he succeeded 
in finding anchorage while others were still groping for some hard 
and fixed idealism. Hitler is an example of the power of eloquence 
ever the multitude—especially in a time of discontent. He was 
always ready to talk, and he knew how to sway his audience. With 
his apparent inability to see any qualifications and his zeal, in 
driving straight to his main objective he may perhaps be justly 
considered a fanatic. 1 But it was just this ardent nationalism 
which he consciously personified that made him the patron saint 
of German youth; and it was this element which formed the nucleus 
of the party which he captained and which party took the name 
of “National Socialists” or, in briefer form, “Nazis.” The name 
itself seems at once a paradox, for nationalism and socialism are 
logically on different bases, but actually Hitler stood not for 
socialism but social reform, 2 and this part of the party label was 
doubtless designed to appeal to the workers. In any case the move¬ 
ment became more powerful than its leader, though Hitler is its 
spiritual focus and without this hero-worship the party itself might 
easily have broken up. 

National Socialism provided the banner under which the various 
elements of discontent could coalesce. It appealed to the army 
because of its fervid patriotism—though for some time the Steel 
Helmets were a possible rival and only gradually absorbed. It 
appealed to the lower middle class because no other party had come 
to its relief. It could not, of course, convert the rabid Communist, 
but thousands of the workmen who had filled the Communist 
ranks simply as an experiment of despair were ready enough to 
swing to a new movement promising redress, and of the millions 
of unemployed Hitler certainly got his share. Finally, National 
Socialism attracted—always had attracted—German youth, and 
it was this element that furnished much of its moral and physical 
power. But, above all, National Socialism appealed to countless 
millions who longed for some sort of miracle to restore the national 
prestige. Hitler’s curious theory that Germany was undefeated in 
the War and that only her betrayal by the Republic had caused 

1 In certain qualities, such as his sincerity, his doctrinairism, and his ruthlessness 
in pursuit of his ideals, he bears a close resemblance to Robespierre—also, by the 
way, a bachelor and of blameless private life, in contrast to some of his colleagues. 

2 A series of twenty-five points, drawn up by one of his intimates had shown, it 
is true, a certain hostility to the moneyed interests, but they could hardly be called 
an exhibition of socialism. Hitler felt it necessary, in fact, to invent a new meaning 
for socialism, 
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her present plight had a wonderful appeal to a people trying to 
regain their self-respect. 

The first significant proof of the growth of National Socialism The 
was afforded by the elections of 1924 when it polled a vote of ^hadow nn ° 
nearly 2,000,000, and hence won thirty-two seats in the popular 
chamber. The elections of 1928 registered a set-back for the party, 
but in those of 1930, after the first effects of the depression had 
begun to be felt, the National Socialists polled 6,406,397 votes, 
which made them in numerical strength second only to the Social 
Democrats. With a view of getting some needed political strength 
(in the event that this strange new force might possibly be tamed), 

Briining in 1932 offered Hitler a place in hit. cabinet; but the Nazi 
leader refused it, having the political shrewdness to wait until he 
was strong enough to fo.ce his way into power on his own terms. 

In 1932 he challenged Hindenburg for the presidency and his vote 
in round numbers was 11,400,000 against the marshall 13,400,000. 

There was no doubt that Hitler's movement had grown to the 
point where it would be difficult very much longer to keep it from 
swamping the government itself. And what that victory might 
mean must long have been evident. For uniformed bands of 
Nazis had frequently displayed already that sinister union of 
emotionalism with force. Hitler himself had sounded the warning 
that if he ever came into power, “heads would roll in the sand." 

There were still, however, three elements of opposition to this A divided 
movement, though they could hardly be expected to coalesce. The opimiilon 
Social Democrats largely controlled the government of Prussia 
and that meant the Prussian police, though, as events were soon 
to show, the police was not a unit, and its loyalty was uncertain. 

The Communists were, of course, bitterly hostile to National 
Socialism, but they were lacking in capable leadership, and having 
exhausted themselves by intermittent strikes at the bidding of 
Moscow, they always failed to act promptly at critical moments. 

It should be noted, too, that the hatred of the Communists for the 
Social Democrats was far too deep to make it possible for these 
two elements to combine. Finally, there were the junkers, the 
so-called “Nationalist Party," who disliked “National Socialism" 
as republican and possibly socialistic, and were somewhat uncer¬ 
tain of its attitude toward their agricultural interests. As for the 
magnates of business, the industrialists, they played a cautious 
rdle, still watching the course of events. Some of them, like Thys- 
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sen, had helped to finance Hitler in the belief that his rise was 
inevitable and that in consequence they should try to win his 
favor. Though they expected to manage the Nazis as they had 
managed the Social Democrats, it was doubtful whether so turbu¬ 
lent a torrent could be controlled. 

The We shall pass rather hastily over the period of confusion in 

^Natfond government circles which preceded the National Socialists' advent 

Sacialtim'' to power. When Bruning continued in office against an adverse 
vote of the reichstag, parliamentary government had been flouted 
and the ministry rested on the power of the president. When the 
royalists ousted Bruning, the president selected in his place a 
staunch conservative, Colonel von Papen, who was expected to 
find the means of restoring monarchy. Papen began vigorously 
enough, making almost a complete sweep of the Social Democrats 
in office, and even ousting the existing government of Prussia by 
a coup d'etat; and it was evident that he intended soon to have 
done with the constitution. Apparently he counted on an alliance 
with the Nazis, but again Hitler studiously held aloof, and the 
industrialists, distrusting the government's support of the junkers' 
agrarian interests, decided finally to knife it, with the result that 
Papen resigned. As Hitler, when approached by Hindenburg, 
had refused to accept the chancellorship unless he were given what 
practically amounted to a dictatorship, the president chose instead 
the defense minister, Schleicher, who had been prominent in under¬ 
mining Bruning, and was supposed to have the strength of the 
army behind him. But Schleicher, while much broader in general 
outlook than his predecessor and really anxious to relieve economic 
distress, soon found himself without any political backing on which 
he could count, and both Hindenburg and the Nationalists came to 
distrust him. It is possible that if he had not been suffering from 
ill health he might have attempted a coup d'etat. As it was, the 
president was easily persuaded to dump him, and there was now 
no alternative but Hitler. It was then, of course, that the Com¬ 
munists missed their opportunity. But the Nationalists were not 
to gain either. Though Hitler readily accepted an alliance with 
this group and even gave their leader a prominent position in his 
cabinet, it did not take him long, after consolidating his position, 
to repudiate his bargain and turn them out. National Socialism, 
for all its reactionary character, was not (as yet) in favor of either 
monarchy or junkerdom. 
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The rule of the National Socialists commenced on January 30, 

1933 when Hitler accepted the position of chancellor on terms of 
his own making. There was never any doubt that he intended to 
overthrow the existing republic. When elections were announced 
for the reichstag, his followers made it clear that even if they were 
defeated they meant to remain in office. As a matter of fact, the 
National Socialists, together with their recent allies, the Nation¬ 
alists, won by a clear majority, 1 for none of the other parties had 
been allowed to electioneer, while they themst Ives had conducted 
a feverish canvass. Perhaps in any case they would have won, 
for Germans were tired of fiddling, and demanded action—some 
action, no matter what. Yet there could be no doubt in anyone’s 
mind that the triumph of Hitler meant the establishment of an 
autocracy. The leader Fuhrer) was head of a militant party 
in which obedience was the keynote. Neither Papen nor Schleicher, 
it is true, had held a mandate from the people, and the “ presiden¬ 
tial dictatorship” had been tolerated if not openly approved. 

Now, however, more than fifty per cent of a nation by its vote 
registered its willingness for autocratic rule. 

And it most assuredly got it. In March the reichstag passed Imugura- 
the Enabling Act, which empowered the chancellor for four years foundation 
to make laws as he saw fit without its consent and without regard 
to the constitution. Later, when Hindenburg died (August, 1934), 

Hitler usurped the president’s functions, no longer admitting a 
rival in the national leadership, though, strangely enough, he sub¬ 
mitted his act to the people in a plebiscite. The fundamental 
rights of the citizen, as defined in the constitution, were, of course, 
a thing of the past, and even the censorship in Russia was hardly 
more drastic than that which was adopted in Germany. Public 
opinion was to be molded from above and molded in one pattern. 

Also the autonomy of the different states was greatly reduced, for a 
stcUthaUer over each was appointed by the government; and the 
federal chamber, the reichsrath, was abolished. Germany became 

1 As far as the vote itself was concerned, the two parties polled only fifty-two 
per oent, and they secured only 341 out of 648 seats in the reichstag. But the 
Enabling Act, which set up the new dictatorship, was passed by a vote of 441 to 94. 

The Communists being forcibly excluded, only the Social Democrats had voted 
against the measure. Thus the moderate parties evidently accepted Hitler’s rule. 

It has been suggested that fear of communism had something to do with achieving 
this result, as the burning of the reichstag building on the eve of the election was 
officially attributed to the Communists. There are some who believe that the Nasis 
had perpetrated the act themselves as shrewd political capital. 
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a political unit as never before. Like all despotisms, Germany's 
rests on force. The army is behind it; the Steel Helmets have been 
won over; and there are, besides, the so-called “Storm Troops,” 
the “Brownshirts,” who play a r61e analogous to that of the 
Fascist bands in Italy, terrorizing opponents, while the black¬ 
shirt ed “Defense Squads” form a sort of modern pretorian guard 
for the party leaders. But the “Third Regime” {das dritte Reich), 
as Hitler calls this new government, rests not only on brute force 
but on the enthusiastic approval of a large section of the German 
nation. When military and moral factors contribute to lay the 
foundations of a new order, its strength is quite phenomenal. 

Naturally enough with a movement that was inspired by so 
much hatred, the first activities of the new regime were devoted 
to the work of destruction (in some measure important as con¬ 
solidating its power;. The trade unions were systematically 
destroyed and even their funds confiscated. As in Fascist Italy 
and Communist Russia, no party but that of the Nazis was allowed 
to exist, and the Social Democrats fared almost as ill as the Com¬ 
munists, both being subjected to petty persecution and intermit¬ 
tent violence. But the Jewish population was made the especial 
scapegoat of Germany's past woes. The fact that most of them 
were believed to be communistic was the capital point against 
them; the fact that by reason of sheer ability they had come to 
a place in the professions out of all proportion to their numbers 
was a cause of petty jealousy; the fact that some of them had 
made fortunes when most of the population had been badly pinched 
aroused a feeling of passionate hatred. They were now debarred 
from most professions and from chairs in the university, and 
an effort was made to ruin such as were engaged in business by 
a decree forbidding anyone to enter a Jewish shop. As, however, 
some Jewish proprietors of large stores threatened to close and 
thus turn out their employees, the boycott was given up after an 
experiment of one day. How many Jews have been the victims 
of organized terror is at present impossible to say. The instru¬ 
ments of violence were usually Storm Troopers, who were recog¬ 
nized as auxiliaries of the police, and of course, upheld by the 
courts. As the Jews were less than one per cent of the population, 
and in no sense a military danger, there was no possible excuse of 
political necessity. But the atmosphere of terror which such vio¬ 
lence produced had a notable effect in strengthening an attitude 
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of Bubservience toward the Nazis. It would seem that conscience 
itself (as Professor Hoover has noted) had been paralyzed along 
with political freedom. 

Some of Hitler's anti-semitism was due to his conviction that 1 
Jewish financiers were actually engaged in a plot to secure world 
domination. But hatred of the Powers was chiefly, of course, 
due to the Treaty of Versailles and its results. Hitler had always 
said that that treaty must be renounced. When, however, he 
found that the treatment of the Jews had caused a revulsion of 
horror abroad and had brought Germany into a position of moral 
isolation, he was sensible enough to try to reassure foreign opinion 
by announcing that he would hold to the Treaty of Versailles. 

It can hardly be supposed that his assurances carried credence, 
but they did serve for a time to relax the tension. There was at 
the same time an abatement of measures against the Jews. 

It is time now to turn to constructive policy and inquire what Omnizar 
National Socialism seeks to do with Germany. The reorganization Constructive 
of the government under a permanent dictatorship may be said P ()lic u 
to represent the essence of its political policy. There are indications 
that even a subservient reichstag will have no place in the new 
constitution. As with Fascism in Italy, the National Socialists 
assumed control of every department of the public life; and the 
establishment of part}' “cells" in every office, factory, and shop 
is an interesting imitation of the Communist methods in Russia. 

The consolidation of the State and the repression of public opinion 
have already been noted. As to the administration of justice, 
loyalty to the State, as in Italy and Russia, must be enforced at 
all costs. “The guilt or innocence of a man," declared the president 
of one of the tribunals in 1934 “is to be determined by whether 
he is dangerous to the existence of the State." Hardly less impor¬ 
tant than political reconstruction was the need of a reasoned eco¬ 
nomic program. As a means of preventing political unrest it was 
particularly necessary to deal with the serious problem of unem¬ 
ployment. The larger industries have been generally forced— 
sometimes with the aid of subsidies—to add more men to their 
pay-rolls (though this change has usually meant simply a spreading 
of the work more thinly, with a consequent lowering of wages); 
the increased production of armaments has meanwhile provided 
Jobs for a good many thousands; and since women workers have 
been largely displaced by men (for the Nazis believe that woman's 
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sphere is the home), still further places have been found for the 
unemployed. Much, however, of the re-employment is artificial, 
such as a year of compulsory labor for German youths on public 
works, and the maintenance of the Storm Troops and similar 
organizations. At first the long-mooted project of breaking up the 
large estates was heralded as a benefit for the unemployed, but 
so far (1935) it has yet to be carried out. Probably Hitler is not 
quite ready to offend the junkers, who are the backbone of the 
army. The peasants, for their part, have been won to the new 
regime by the government's fixing of agricultural prices; and 
reduction of interest rates are supposed to aid the lower middle 
class. Meanwhile, in order to preclude class war and to promote 
the welfare of industry as a whole, the government devised a 
corporative plan, 1 on the model of that of Italy, bringing employers 
and employees into a common organization under the beneficent 
control of the State. As with Fascism and to a certain extent with 
the old imperial regime, the interest of the community was deemed 
to be paramount. This might mean control of prices, as well as 
wages, and even production, through official action. Much more 
tangibly than in the days of imperial rule, the government keeps 
its thumb on the economic structure of Germany. The large in¬ 
dustries were not nationalized, for that would be too much like 
socialism, but they were none the less controlled by the appoint¬ 
ment or at least ratification of their directorates by the govern¬ 
ment. Chastened by her war experience, Germany resolved at 
all costs to be self-sufficient. Apparently she did not welcome 
foreign capital, and for a time was not even anxious for foreign 
markets for German products except to balance the commodities 
which Germans themselves were for the present forced to import. 
As long as there was no balance in Germany's favor, she could 
continue to talk poor and disregard her foreign debts—a procedure 
less tactically imprudent then stark repudiation. 

But it was not the economic side of German idealism, as worked 
out by Hitler and his associates, that constituted a challenge to the 
world. In the van of the new nationalism was the idea that all Ger¬ 
mans must be united—a revival of the old pan-Germanism— 
which means not only the incorporation of Austria but of all the 
Germanic elements outside Germany. It was an insistence upon 
the purity of the German stock that formed some of the case 

i To some extent it was an outgrowth of the economic councils, page 804. 
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against the Jews, who were held to be non-German. But, apart 
from this ideal, there seemed no question but that Germany was 
fully resolved to have done with the hated trammels of the Treaty 
of Versailles. Her eventual repudiation of its military provisions 
will be discussed in the next chapter; but it may be noted here 
that the actual number of Germans who had been getting military 
training since the War had long exceeded the limits prescribed 
by treaty. The number had been further increased by the plan, 
finally inaugurated in January, 1934, that 600,000 youths should 
be called each year to serve for a year’s time in a “labor camp” 
where they were to “pa*s through labor service and then military 
service as soon as compulsory military service has been intro¬ 
duced.” And it may be asserted that this was more than the 
application of conscription; it was, on the part of the conscripts 
themselves, an act of faith. Much is made of the fact that the 
spirit of the new Germany is one of intense self-abnegation and 
unflinching devotion to the State—something like that reverence 
for the State that the German philosopher, Hegel, had once in¬ 
voked for Prussia. 1 Something of the asceticism which we noted 
in the case of Communist Russia is also true of Germany. The 
young Nazis are encouraged to despise material objects and 
cleave to the things of the spirit—though not so much for the 
public welfare as for the grandeur of the German branch of the 
Aryan race. The German schools are nurseries of patriotism, just 
as those of Communist Russia are analogous agencies of commu¬ 
nism. A ceaseless propaganda is organized 2 through the schools, 
the universities, the press, the radio, the cinema, and even in art 
and literature. There are loud laudations of war, and the supreme 
virtue that is taught is courage in battle. Just as Moscow sustains 
the class war, so Germany of the “Third Regime” embodies the 
flavor of a crusade. Such is the very essence of the spirit, not 
unmixed with hate, that Adolf Hitler inculcated into the move¬ 
ment which created her. What befell the German nation in 1933 
was an autocratic and militant reaction, a return to the ideals of 
Prussia, but resting on a much broader spiritual foundation than 
was true in the days of Frederick the Great, or of Bismarck, or 
of William II. 

% Hegel wee accused of “confusing the kingdom of Prussia with the kingdom of 
Heaven.** 

1 There is even a minister of propaganda 
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Yet emotionalism might prove very unsatisfying if the millions 
who had voted for National Socialism should discover that their 
hopes of material betterment were not fulfilled. In the course of 
the year 1934 Germany’s foreign trade fell off to an alarming 
degree (the greatest blow being dealt by Russia, who deliberately 
switched to other markets), and the government came to the deci¬ 
sion that it was necessary not only to restrict imports in the hope of 
restoring the balance but also to proclaim arbitrarily a moratorium 
on foreign debts. But if contraction rather than expansion were the 
policy, there might be reason to believe that Germany was in the 
throes of a new crisis, especially as German industry had shown but 
slight recovery. During the fall of 1934 there was a general fixing 
of prices by the government. And while the number of unemployed 
has been somewhat reduced, a decline in the general wage-scale 
has been noticeable since the middle of 1933. That, at least at 
one time, there was some plotting among the junkers and even 
within the ranks of the Nazis themselves was indicated by the 
“military executions” of prominent men (a conspicuous example 
of terrorism!) in the summer of 1934. 1 No doubt Hitler’s recent 
defiance of the Powers has greatly enhanced the moral prestige 
of the government—despite the additional taxes to pay for armar 
ments. At present (1935) the chief reliance is on regimentation, 
a specially constituted dictator having a strict control of the 
whole economic mechanism. Whether so weak an economic struc¬ 
ture can be adequately repaired by isolated action, and whether, 
if not repaired, it can be held together by force—only the future 
can disclose. The supreme test appears to be at hand. For eco¬ 
nomic distress is the one pre-eminent evil that a revolutionary 
dictatorship has to fear. 
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1. THE PROBLEM OF RECOVERY 
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Situation of Germany; The reparations tangle; The invasion of the Ruhr 
and the Dawes Plan; Temporary recovery of Germat y; The Young Plan; 
Collapse of the reparations issue; The geneial slump in Europe; Problem of 
recovery in Great Britain. 

2. THE PROBLEM OF SECURITY 
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The two prime issues since the War have been recovery and 
security. By “ recovery ” we mean the return of Europe to some¬ 
thing like that economic health and stability that she had enjoyed 
before the War. By “ security” we mean the devising of some 
means of insuring Europe against another great war. Since the 
same powers were concerned in both these problems and since 
financial exigencies produced warlike moods as truly as fear tended 
to preclude financial concessions, the two issues interacted and 
cannot be considered as entirely separate, but for convenience we 
shall concentrate first upon one of these problems and then upon 
the other. Of their importance there can be no question. They 
formed two deep, dark stripes through international relations from 
1918 on. And until these two problems can be solved, there can be 
no settled order of things in Europe. Whether, indeed, the very 
bases of our present society are not shaking under the stress of this 
troubled period is a question upon which to ponder. 

The Problem of Recovery 

We have already dwelt upon the ghastly material losses caused 
by the War. Devastation and disorganization wrought untold 
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havoc, and even the victor powers suffered severely. Recovery 
at best would be slow. 

Great Britain after a short-lived boom, due chiefly to the op¬ 
portunity of supplying those nations of Europe whose industries 
had been prostrated, found in 1921 that her services were no longer 
needed. The efforts of the Continent to start on the slow road to 
recovery, the raising of new tariff walls, and the competition of 
oil with coal were among the factors that caused a relapse. Great 
Britain's foreign trade became reduced to an alarming degree, 
and as the extent of her exports was inextricably bound up with 
the problem of her food supply, the question was vital in the ex¬ 
treme. The need to get back her markets had an important bearing 
on British policy toward Germany, as we shall see. 

France was superficially better off only because she had sacri¬ 
ficed the stability of her national credit to the immediate question 
of relief. The losses incurred by French nationals as the result of 
damage to industry and agriculture were calculated at about 
35,000,000,000 francs, but the government made it clear from the 
first that it would assume responsibility for these damages, mean¬ 
ing, of course, to repay itself eventually from reparations. The 
French government, therefore, undertook an extensive work of 
rehabilitation. The trenches were effaced, roads repaired, towns 
rebuilt, new orchards planted, the mines restored to their former 
efficiency, individuals reimbursed, and so on. At the same time, 
France, like Great Britain, had a heavy load of foreign debt, and 
was compelled for lack of other guarantees to maintain a large 
army. The expense of all this was prodigious, and for many years 
the government was quite unable to balance its budget. Financial 
collapse seemed only a question of time. 

It was for this reason and also because of their feeling that on 
moral grounds the enemy should pay for the misery he had caused 
that France determined to extract from Germany as much as she 
could in reparations. The idea of enforcing collection by the mere 
presence of an army of occupation—the plan applied by Ger¬ 
many to France on two occasions—seemed to occur to none of 
the diplomats, or else it was felt that this method would entail 
too long an agony, since the amount to be exacted was prodigious. 
Another alternative, that of rebuilding the damaged regions in 
France with German materials and German labor, was suggested 
by the Germans themselves, but whether because of opposition 
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from French workmen or because of the influence of French build¬ 
ing interests, the French government vetoed the plan. It is obvious 
that the German plan would have saved billions besides giving the 
French the satisfaction of seeing the Germans themselves engaged 
in this work, but the French mind does not readily turn from an 
objective once pursued, and the one thought was reparations in 
money or kind to extend for countless years. 

But Germany too was suffering, for, excepting a certain group Situation 
of profiteers, most of her people had speedily lost all chance of °* Germany 
recovery in the quagmire of inflation—an expedient begun by 
the imperial government (which refrained from raising taxes 
during the War) and continued by the; Republic because it was 
the line of least resistance. Yet if reparations could have been put 
at a reasonable figure and Germany's credit re-established, a rapid 
recovery might have been possible. Indeed, if the reparation bill 
had been really moderate and an Allied army quartered in Ger¬ 
many until it was paid, it is not improbable that this vexing prob¬ 
lem would have been solved in a few years. Unfortunately, as 
we have noticed, the public hysteria had prevented any definite 
settlement of the question. To the suggestion of the American 
experts that a reasonable figure might be found after patient 
study, Clemenceau had replied that no sum suggestible would 
satisfy French opinion. The only thing definitely agreed upon 
had been the sum of $5,000,000,000 for Germany to pay by 
May 1, 1921. Since, however, precedence was given to the 
claims of Belgium and to the expenses of the army of occu¬ 
pation, and since Germany’s payments by the date set were 
far below the stipulated amount, France received only a very 
small proportion of what she had expected. Thus the prob¬ 
lem of meeting the expense of reconstruction had not been 
solved. 

In the meantime it was decided to let the Germans propose The 
what they themselves thought they could pay, but when this failed r ^f m> 
to produce satisfactory results, the Allies demanded the enormous 
figure of $56,500,000,000. Germany, invited to reply, proposed 
$7,500,000,000 as an immediate cash payment under certain con¬ 
ditions; and this proposal was, of course, discountenanced. The 
reparation commission (which had come to be regarded as a per¬ 
manent institution, though it had lost its American members 
when the United States withdrew from Europe) finally decided 
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on the sum of $33,000,000,000, 1 whereupon the Powers, adopting 
the new figure, transmitted it to Germany in an ultimatum, with 
the threat of an occupation of the Ruhr. Germany, of course, 
submitted, but this did not really mean that payments would be 
accelerated. 

In fact, the situation was really approaching a deadlock. While 
it is perfectly true that the German finances were in a mess and 
that the government's fallen credit made a foreign loan impossible, 
the inflation orgy had resulted in a shifting of wealth, not in its 
disappearance, and there were rich industrialists who might have 
been heavily taxed, had the government possessed the courage. 
Moreover, a great amount of capital had been invested in foreign 
lands in order to escape the expected taxes for reparations. After 
all, it is hard to criticize evasion of obligations which had taken 
so little account of material capacity. Doubtless, too, the Ger¬ 
mans were trading on a change in the international situation. 
Great Britian had come to realize that it was not to her advan¬ 
tage for the Germans to pay heavy reparations. Insofar as those 
damages were paid in goods, they would obviously compete with 
the output of British industries. But, above all, British inter¬ 
ests demanded that Germany get on her feet, since she had for¬ 
merly been one of Great Britain's best customers, and the ques¬ 
tion of recovering its lost markets had become for British 
industry a very real problem. For this reason, when the question 
of reparations came to be aired at various international conferences, 
Great Britain was as much for leniency as France was for putting 
on the screws. Anglo-French relations came to be much embit¬ 
tered. The two powers were on opposite sides over the Upper 
Silesia question and over affairs in the Near East. It would have 
considerably eased the situation if the United States had shown a 
generous attitude regarding the debts which the Allies owed her 2 
(mainly credits for munitions bought in America during the War), 
and Balfour, the British foreign secretary, offered the proposal 
that Great Britain would cancel as much of the debt owed to her 
by foreign powers as the debt which she still owed the United 

1 Plus a billion dollars more for the Belgian war debt. 

a This originally amounted to over $10,000,000,000, and with accrued interest 
came to total about $11,600,000,000. By various agreements with the debtor 
powers after the War the United States was to receive repayment together with 
interest over a period of sixty-two years. Interest was lowered from the original 
five per cent to a figure supposed to accord with the debtor's capacity to pay. This 
placed Great Britain, for example, at a distinct disadvantage in relation to Italy. 
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States, provided the latter would cancel this obligation. Since this 
proposal, however, met with a chilly reception in the United 
States, the hard fact remained that France was convinced that 
she could get on her feet only by collecting reparations. 

In 1923, therefore, France prepared to act. She would either The invasion 
make Germany pay or at least make her erstwhile ally see that ando^ 
she was terribly in earnest. As Poincar6, who had become prime Dawea Plan 
minister early in 1922, was a man who dared to try extraordinary 
measures, the result was that with Belgium’s concurrence a Franco- 
Belgian army was sent into the Ruhi. The act was immediately 
denounced by the British as illegal, since enforcement of any 
proposals of the reparation commission concerned all the powers 
there represented and not simply France and Belgium. The Ger¬ 
mans, for their part, retaliated by carrying on a “passive resist¬ 
ance/’ all industry being suspended in the occupied region, while 
the government undertook to support the workmen who had thus 
been forced into idleness. But a bankrupt state was in no position 
to try an economic war, and with the total collapse of the German 
currency through inflation the government saw and tacitly ad¬ 
mitted that further resistance was out of the question. 

If acts are to be judged by their results, the Franco-Belgian 
action may be variously interpreted. It was in one sense a costly 
adventure, for the expense of maintaining the army of occupation 
far exceeded the meager sums it managed to extract from the Ruhr 
itself. Moreover, the conduct of the troops in the occupied district 
showed a callousness that brought them general obloquy. And, 
viewing the question broadly, the Germans had certainly not 
merited all the misery that they suffered as a result. Yet, in one 
respect, Poincare’s strategy was successful, for he forced both 
Germany and Great Britain to take the reparation question more 
seriously. Germany now proposed an international conference 
to study and form an opinion of her capacity to pay, and Great 
Britain readily welcomed such an experiment. A commission of 
experts, headed by the American banker, Charles G. Dawes, was 
accordingly appointed, and this body undertook to devise means 
by which Germany could meet her obligations. They worked out 
a plan by which Germany should pay so much each year (how 
long was, of course, reserved for the Allied governments); and 
in the meantime Germany had managed to stabilize her currency. 

In 1924, the Franco-Belgian forces having evacuated the Ruhr 
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and Germany having begun to pay regularly under the new scheme, 
it looked as if some real headway had been made. And even though 
the inflation debauch 1 had beggared thousands of Germans, the 
government itself had disposed of its floating debt and could now 
be considered solvent. 

The fact is, the ease with which Germany appeared to meet her 
obligations is to be ascribed in a measure to the industrial renas¬ 
cence mentioned in the previous chapter which was a feature of the 
general recovery of Europe; more specifically it was due partly to 
the sale to foreign speculators of paper currency which was after¬ 
wards repudiated (it is said that this added $2,000,000,000 to 
the real wealth of Germany), partly to the influx of foreign capital 
as the result of currency stabilization, and partly to the adoption 
of rationalization by all the important industries. Deprived of 
most of their iron and a large part of their coal as the result of the 
War, the German industrialists had turned to lignite and electricity 
for power, concentrated their energies by forming new trusts and 
cartels, lowered costs by closing less efficient mines and plants and 
dispensing for a time with some of their workmen as machine 
production developed, and made a concerted (and on the whole 
successful) effort to capture foreign markets. The adaptability of 
these magnates is well illustrated by the Krupps, who, not finding 
the manufacture of munitions very profitable for an army of 
100,000, turned their plants into the production of such things as 
locomotives, motor trucks, and agricultural machinery. The dye 
trust amassed enormous profits in making nitrates for use in fer¬ 
tilization of the soil, and chemists even studied to devise methods 
of making oil. By 1928 industrial production was twelve per cent 
higher in the aggregate than it had been before the War, and 
far exceeded that of England. The very fact that so much equip¬ 
ment had been lost by the Treaty of Versailles meant that its 
displacement gave German industry a mechanical organizar 
tion that by its very newness promised continuous progress. Yet 
it has to be admitted that the position of the ordinary consumer 
did not as yet reflect this sudden prosperity. Prices had generally 
rim, and taxes—thanks largely to the heavy cost of social in¬ 
surance and expenditures on public works—were (in spite of some 
reduction in 1927) considerably higher than in 1913, though pro- 

1 For an interesting account of the decline of the mark see Langs&m, The World 
Since J9U, pp. 383-4. 
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vided prosperity should continue, the burden was likely to be 
lightened in the near future. What was needed was a period of 
domestic peace and public confidence during which rationalization 
could go on to greater completeness and readjustments made that 
would gradually ease the burden on the middle class and peasantry. 

The former would gain through the steady advance of industry; 
the latter might hope to receive more direct governmental assist¬ 
ance. But German industry still required capital to advance, and 
much depended on its facility for obtaining it. 

For four years Oermanv kept rigorously to the terms of the The 
Dawes Plan, but the fifth year required under the scheme the Youn ° Plan 
beginning of heavier payments, and as the total amount, fixed in 
1923, had never been revised, Germany persistently demanded a 
revision downward. After a study of the problem by a new corps 
of experts a substitute plan (the Young Plan) was adopted in 1926 
by the powers. Germany got a rather easier deal. The total of 
reparations was fixed (payable, of course, over a long period of 
years), but was reducible in proportion as inter-Allied debts might 
be reduced; at the same time the Allies agreed to withdraw their 
forces from the Rhineland. Once again it seemed that this vexing 
problem had been solved. Belief in Germany's ultimate recovery, 
as well as the new security provided by the Locarno Pacts, 1 led 
to heavy American investing in German securities, and with the 
loans thus obtained Germany met her reparation payments. An 
American publicist, Frank H. Simonds, has noted with amusement 
that whereas Americans had steadily refused to reduce war debts 
and insisted that they had no connection with reparations, the 
American investor was now lending money to Germany who was 
turning part of it over to the Allies, who in turn were paying in¬ 
stallments of their debt to the United States. “Thus what was 
actually taking place was that the American investor was paying 
the Allied debts to his own government.” 

But again the financial and political worlds were disappointed, The corpse 
for Germany was not able to keep the pace. It was certainly not reparations 
her fault that Americans, carried higher up on that wave of pros- mue 
perity which had come to them after the War, began to prefer to 
put their money into domestic projects, with the result that the 
long-term credits practically ceased (thus bringing rationalization 
quickly to an end) and that Germany had to look to neighboring 

1 See page S40. 
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countries for short-term loans as the only possible alternative. 
Again, it was not her fault that the depression began to reach her 
toward the end of 1929, making it necessary to cut drastically the 
prices of exports in order to hold the foreign market, thus putting 
an added burden on the consumer (forced to buy at a higher price 
than the foreign purchaser), while a necessary slackening of pro¬ 
duction brought an ever-increasing unemployment. Yet had her 
government been patriotically supported by public opinion, the 
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crisis might perhaps have been surmounted. Unfortunately dis¬ 
content sought stormier outlets. Germany therefore rapidly 
drifted into political unrest; 1 there were consequently heavy with¬ 
drawals of foreign investments; and thus, left without credit, 
Germany began again to default. At this juncture President Hoo¬ 
ver, who would have been glad to see a revision of all the debt 
and reparation settlements, persuaded the Powers to agree to a 
year’s moratorium on both debts and reparations. It was the first 
suggestion from America that there was any connection between 
the two, and many observers felt that both were now painlessly 
put to rest. At all events, after the expiration of the respite, Ger* 
many still affirmed, as was expected, that she could no longer pay 
reparations—a situation now due to the general depression. In 
1932 the leading powers together with Belgium held a conference 

1 Foreign bankers feared that the Young Plan was in danger. A proposed eco¬ 
nomic union of Austria and Germany (the Amtchlu**) was also an upsetting factor* 
See page 833. 
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at Lausanne, which tentatively agreed on reducing the total 
amount of reparations to $714,000,000—much less than was 
required to reimburse the United States for her war loans to the 
Allies. But the question failed of final solution, though it seemed 
to be generally felt that reparations at any figure would never be 
collected. Meanwhile Germany continued to mark time, and 
France defaulted in the payment of her debt-installment to the 
United States. Inasmuch as the whole European economic situa¬ 
tion had greatly darkened since the world depression had set in, 
there seemed nothing to do but wait for the definite beginnings 
of a general recovery. In the meantime reparations and inter- 
Allied debts are slumbering peacefully together in spite of the 
American theory that they have never become acquainted. 

No one doubts any longer that Germany is entirely free of the 
economic fetters which the Treaty of Versailles had placed upon 
her. It is now the task of her new regime, established in 1933, 
to carry through some program that will lift her out of her present 
economic straits. 

Though a faint beginning has been made, the real solution is The general 
still ahead. And so it is with all the other European nations; for all, Europe m 
after experiencing a period of recovery, suffered a diminution of 
trade and an ever-swelling number of unemployed, France suffer¬ 
ing perhaps less than most, because she was less industrialized. 

The withdrawal of American capital had shown the essential 
hollowness of Europe's promising revival after the War, and the 
banks of central Europe were unequal to the strain of filling the 
gap. Also with America's plunge into the depression, the market 
for Europe’s goods had materially shrunk; and industry was 
reduced to a bare existence. Yet, apart from unavoidable mora- 
toria, little was done to ease the general situation. The problem of 
some relief for the Danubian lands (whose currency had no longer 
any standing in foreign exchange) unhappily foundered on the 
mutual distrust of the Great Powers. When in 1931 Austria dis¬ 
cussed with Germany the feasibility of the so-called Anschluss , a 
customs-union between the two, France was able to frustrate the 
plan on the score that political union would inevitably follow. An 
alternative project of France was to bring Austria and Hungary as 
well as Jugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, and Roumania, into a giant 
customs-union, thus restoring one of the benefits of the Dual 
Monarchy, but Germany and Italy, with some backing from 
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Great Britain, balked the scheme on the ground that it might 
strengthen France politically on the Danube. When Austria came 
to realize that Germany—under Nazi rule—was planning her 
annexation, she herself turned against the Anschluss. Yet Austria 
can have no future without some access to foreign markets, and 
the question of her relations with Germany continues one of the 
most vexing problems of international politics. In the meantime 
the severity of the depression has enhanced political unrest 
throughout Europe, and popularized dictatorships as better able 
to function in a crisis than democracies. 

In no country has the problem of economic recovery been more 
poignant than in Great Britain, even though here there is no 
danger as yet to liberal institutions. The loss of much of their 
foreign market, the heavy taxation national and local, and the 
generally undiminished totals on their pay-rolls kept manufac¬ 
turers’ profits down to a minimum and threatened many with 
bankruptcy. How was Great Britain to come out of the impasse? 
Most politicians, more especially in the ranks of Labor, took the 
view that disorders on the Continent were largely responsible for 
the loss of British markets, and that hence it was necessary not 
only to ease the load on Germany but also to support all measures 
leading to international security. Such a policy was, however, of 
little avail, since the Russian market was in large part lost (owing 
to the Revolution); most Continental countries were striving for 
self-sufficiency; and Germany, whenever supplied with sufficient 
credits, proved a serious industrial competitor. The Conservatives 
after some hesitation espoused as a second method that of tariff 
reform, coupled, as before, with imperial preference. 1 It was argued 
that Great Britain could not hope to get back her Continental 
markets and should rely on her dominions and colonies for food 
and raw materials; meanwhile, home industries should be strength¬ 
ened by protective tariffs. Adopted at first in limited form, this 
policy was greatly extended in 1931; and while it is too early as 
yet to appraise it fully (and policies during a depression are not 
necessarily applicable to normal times), a protective tariff has at 
least enabled the government to bargain with other powers for 
reciprocal concessions. A third and principal method by which 
British industry might conceivably get on its feet was through 
a greater application of rationalization. It was proved by invest!- 
1 See s«ge 560. 
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gation that the coal mines had been “living off their surface,” 
that there was coal to be got from below but that such a task 
required more equipment, and that during the boom immediately 
following the War the mine-owners had made no effort to safe¬ 
guard the future. What was true of the coal industry was fre¬ 
quently true of others. Some of the British industrialists were 
so hide-bound to custom that they looked with much suspicion 
upon such features of rationalization as concentrated effort, 
scientific management, and mass production During the War 
the government had instituted an organization to promote in¬ 
dustrial research and through that means had arranged to pay 
half the expenses of such investigations provided the industries 
concerned would pay the remaining half. This policy met with a 
fairly ready response, though some of the leading industries have 
so far held aloof. In some cases bankers to whom manufacturers 
had turned for loans have insisted on a measure of rationalization, 
but even apart from the national habits of conservatism, the prob¬ 
lem has been a difficult one, for during a period of depression 
there is little capital available for expensive equipment. Another 
aspect of the whole industrial problem was the working capacity 
of labor. It was generally conceded that unemployment and the 
dole, unavoidable as they may bo, had tended to make the jobless 
worker less efficient, and even less willing to work. Also the strain 
of carrying the masses of unemployed was terrific for the rest of 
the nation. One needed but to visit England to appreciate the 
hardships that country was forced to endure. 

Yet if appearances are not deceptive, Great Britain has turned 
the corner and is now on the highroad to recovery . Unemploy¬ 
ment, which had reached the staggering figure of over 3,000,000 
in June, 1932, was reduced by more than a third by June, 1934; 
and though in April, 1935 the number was slightly in excess of 
2,000,000, this figure is largely explained by the natural increase 
of population, for the actual figures for employment were the 
highest yet on record. There had obviously been a striking indus¬ 
trial revival. The serious decline in the export trade (which, by 
the way, has been more than arrested) had had at least the effect 
of greatly stimulating the home market, and the tariff has notice¬ 
ably aided a number of industries. The general improvement 
in conditions was reflected in a lowering of taxes on smaller in¬ 
comes. While even a budgetary surplus has been shown, it is 
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necessary, of course, to realize that the debt to the United States 
has only been temporarily suspended, pending the return of more 
settled conditions. 

In general, though economic recovery has been retarded by the 
present slump, Europe had managed to survive the bitter years 
immediately following the War, and had shown a much greater 
recuperative capacity than at one time had been expected. By 
dint of concerted effort one might ft el that the Great Depression 
would be ultimately surmounted. Will nationalism permit this? 
Much, of course, depends on the problem of external peace. 

The Problem of Security 

Inadequacy The problem of security, while not so pressing as the problem 
of*Nation# ° recovery, was hardly less important, for unless men were at 

peace they could not work and civilization itself would be threat¬ 
ened again with ruin. We have already discussed the rise of the 
League of Nations and the experiment of internationalism as a 
means of solving the problem. We have also noted that this body 
was not in itself sufficient to guarantee the maintenance of peace. 
Until the world should finally grow to appreciate it, some alter¬ 
native devices seemed absolutely essential. 

The All alternative schemes have proceeded quite definitely from 

of°Fmnce nationalism or national interest of the familiar type. It was as- 
method8 h to 8ume( l> as we have noticed, that Germany was the great potential 
9 ° l oblem of menace peace, and it was but natural that France should 

iecurdy take the lead in grappling with the problem of security. Generally 
speaking, she cared but little for peace as a universal need; she 
was thinking of her own security. Yet by so doing she hoped to 
avert all chance of another great war, the dread of which has been 
the most cogent factor behind her policy. 

We have noticed that the demilitarization of the Rhine and the 
promise of a three-cornered alliance had been an outcome of 
Clemenceau’s policy to obtain security against Germany. The 
three-cornered alliance had come to nothing because of the refusal 
of American opinion to countenance it and the fact that Great 
Britain’s part had been made conditional on that of the United 
States. Since, however, France was not disposed to risk her whole 
fate on the hope of a permanently crippled Germany, there were 
two other safeguards that appealed to her as necessary. She must 
maintain a large army and she must build up a system of alliances 
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—the old idea of a balance of power. Ultimately, as we shall see, 
she even came to regard the League of Nations itself as an instru¬ 
ment that might be effectively employed for keeping the peace. 

Of the French army little need be said. Since 1927 its size on a 
peace footing has been over 700,000. Much had been done to sus¬ 
tain its accustomed efficiency and it is today (1935) not only the 
largest (with the possible exception of the Russian) but probably 
the best-equipped standing army in Europe. 

Meanwhile French diplomacy has been act ve, With the elimi¬ 
nation of Russia from pre«ent consideration and the unwillingness 
of Great Britain to accept commitments on the Continent there 
seemed no other alternative than m look o some of the smaller 
nations of Europe for the necessary co-opcration in maintaining 
the status quo. There was at least the tie of a common benefit 
from such treaties. Thus Belgium, who had renounced in 1919 1 
her neutrality as a useless derogation of her sovereignty, formed 
in 1920 an alliance with France presumably because some slight 
accessions of territory at Germany’s expense together with the 
endless problem of reparations linked her logically with France 
against the power which they had humbled. Yet the chief reliance 
of France must rest on powers which could supply a greater man¬ 
power. Such nations being unable to make much progress by 
themselves must be helped by French loans to be put in proper 
fitness for co-operation. It was an expensive policy, but the French 
investor would bear the burden, quite confident that his govern¬ 
ment was bound to succeed because, in truth, it must succeed. 
Foremost among these arrangements was the alliance with Poland 
in 1921—a country so situated as to be a buttress against Germany 
in the east and to some extent holding the position formerly 
occupied by Russia. It was, however, a risky experiment, since 
there is no feature of the Versailles Treaty that Germany more 
bitterly resented than the projection of the Polish Corridor be¬ 
tween the dissevered portions of her former empire. Few if any 
Germans regard this settlement as final. Obviously, then, it was 
quite imaginable that Poland might sometime actually drag 
France into war, as Russia had done in 1914. Incidentally we may 
remark—looking ahead a few years—that Poiand eventually came 
into Germany’s orbit, and she is now (1935) more dominated by 

1 The abrogation of Belgian neutrality was incorporated in the Treaty of Ver¬ 
sailles. 
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Germany than by France. 1 How the lion and the lamb may get 
along together is an amusing puzzle of international politics. 

But even back in 1921 France could not, of course, depend 
entirely on Poland, and did not do so. Out of the wreckage of the 
Dual Monarchy had arisen a new congeries of powers, Czecho¬ 
slovakia, Jugoslavia, and Roumania, the so-called Little Entente, 
bound by a common interest in preserving the treaty-settlements 
with Austria and Hungary and in preventing any revival of a 
central European bloc dominated by Germany. It was but natural 
that France should gravitate toward such a stabilizing influence 
in eastern Europe, and the result has been her patronage of the 
Little Entente. But the interest oi these three powers in drawing 
toward France was hardly less cogent. Jugoslavia needed a strong 
power to counterweigh the rivalry of Italy; Czechoslovakia, partly 
surrounded by Germany and menaced by the frequently recurring 
idea of a union of Austria with Germany, needed the support of 
the power most able to defend her; and Roumania, threatened 
by war at any moment with Russia because of the Roumanian 
seizure of Bessarabia, had found it expedient to ally herself with 
Poland in 1921 —for Poland, if not herself a strong power, was an 
ally of France. So the Little Entente and Poland formed the chief 
pillar of France’s strength and altogether they represented a popu¬ 
lation of seventy millions. 

Yet the policy of security was so vital to France that even yet 
she was not content. An Anglo-French alliance of some sort was 
not wholly despaired of—not, it is true, in the form which Clemen- 
ceau had planned, since an agreement to help without a reciprocal 
obligation seemed rather humiliating, but an alliance to guarantee 
the status quo. Since, however, this project failed to win British 
approval on the ground that eastern Europe was too remote from 
British interest, French diplomacy sought another means of 
achieving the desired end. It seems that a commission of the 
League of Nations had been working on the problem of disarmar 
ment, and two of its members, a Frenchman and a Britisher, 
developed a scheme of combining the reduction of armaments 
with some devices for strengthening the League itself as an instru¬ 
ment of peace. The failure of the League in the Greek-Italian 
and Polish-Lithuanian incidents had seemed to show the need of 

1 French support of Russia’s admission to the League of Nations in 1934 is to be 
explained by uncertainty of Polish policy. 
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making its members come to feel a greater responsibility. The new 
plan, known as the “ Draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance,” besides 
making room for existing military alliances, was to pledge the 
members of the League to support any power that was the victim 
of aggression (the manner of support being determined by the 
council), and also contemplated a general reduction of armaments. 
Unfortunately, the British government felt indisposed to tighten 
its responsibilities under the League, and, largely for that reason, 
the proposal failed of general acceptance. France persisted, 
however, in trying to bolster up the League, and she knew that 
she could at least count on most of the lesser nations. So in 1924 
under the inspiration of the French and British premiers the 
assembly of the League passed what was known as the Geneva 
Protocol, the main features of which were compulsory arbitration 
of disputes and a definition of what was meant by the “aggressor,” 
together with the pledging of all members to go to war with the 
one so named, and finally a renewed plan for a general reduction 
of armaments. “We in France,” said the French premier, “regard 
these terms, arbitration, security, and disarmament, as insepara¬ 
ble.” Very auspicious for the fate of the Protocol was the hearty 
co-operation of the two premiers, and it is to be observed that it 
was unanimously passed by the forty-eight states represented in 
the assembly, being then referred to the member-governments 
for approval. But the weakness of the Protocol, as also of its 
predecessor, the Draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance, was the fact 
that the territorial status quo was considered sacrosanct. It is 
indeed curious that the nations defeated in the Great War were 
practically silent on the subject, 1 seeming to believe that the 
security afforded by the Protocol was worth the price, and that 
the power which again prevented settlement was Great Britain, 
in general, an enthusiastic adherent of the League. The explanation 
seems to be that the dominions were opposed to the Protocol, and 
the British government did not care to take up a position in op* 
position to their wishes. As the attitude of the dominions was 
based on a misconception, 2 and as they were not themselves in 

* Austria, Hungary, and Bulgaria. 

s They believed that one of the amendments would have allowed a domestio 
problem to enter into the question of the merits of two disputants in a quarrel. Some 
of the dominions were afraid that Japan, the proposer of the amendment, was seek¬ 
ing to undermine their immigration laws. As a matter of fact, the sovereignty of 
the members of the League was too well protected to make that possible. 
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danger as long as the mother country was mistress of the seas, we 
have the spectacle of a narrow regionalism blocking Europe's hope 
of permanent peace. The political hollowness of the British Empire 
and the growing influence of the dominions had thus wrecked the 
Protocol. Yet it is also probably true that the English themselves 
had come to weary of the Continent and to relapse into that feeling 
that they must not risk being drawn into new complications. It 
was in vain that the French pointed cut that the science of aviation 
had had the effect of making Great Britain no longer an island. 
The British Isles hugged the delusion that they were safe under the 
protection of their navy. Furthermore, frequent squabbles with 
France had irritated British opinion and made for jealousy of 
French hegemony on the Continent. The British were not sure 
that France was not succeeding to the place once occupied by 
Germany. 

The Treaties On the other hand, there was a powerful element in British 

of Locarno w hi c h, while welcoming the thought of Germany's eco¬ 

nomic recovery, was fearful of the possibility of a future war of 
revenge. If she got into trouble with Poland, she might at once 
attack France and Belgium, and then there would be the situation 
of 1914 all over again. It was felt that perhaps, instead of trying 
to solve the problem through the cumbersome machinery of the 
League, a regional pact might be devised that would give both 
Germany and France security in the west. This idea happily 
co-incided with the opinions of a new minister of foreign affairs in 
Germany, Gustav Stresemann. This statesman felt the need of 
an agreement with France. With the experience of the Ruhr 
fresh in German minds there was a fear of France almost as great 
as the French fear of Germany. Why not some sort of mutual 
pact that would afford security to both? France, for her part, 
would be well satisfied if Great Britain would become a guarantor 
of such a pact, thus giving her the assurance of support in the 
event of a German attack. After much negotiation the so-called 
Pacts or Treaties of Locarno were duly signed, late in 1925. Ger¬ 
many, on the one side, and France and Belgium on the other, agreed 
to respect the frontiers that then divided them, 1 and Great Britain 
and Italy added their guarantees to this arrangement. Germany 
had therefore made a significant renunciation of Alsace-Lorraine. 
When it came to the eastern frontier, however, she would not 

1 As well as a line of demilitarization fifty kilometers east of the Rhine. 
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regard the Versailles arrangements as final, though she entered 
into treaties with both Poland and Czechoslovakia whereby each 
side promised to refer to arbitration all disputes that might occur 
between them. Another feature of the pacts was the admission of 
Germany to the League of Nations (a plan executed the following 
year) and (at her urgent insistence) the allotment of a place to 
her on its council. In the meantime the Allies withdrew a propor¬ 
tion of their troops from the occupied area, as they had planned 
to do much earlier, but which action had been deferred owing to 
Germany’s failing to respect some of her military obligations. 

The Pacts of Locarno were mainly due to the diplomatic skill 
of Gustav Stresemann and of Aristide Briand, the French minister 
of foreign affairs. Stresemann’s chief object in the next few years 
was the complete withdrawal of the army of occupation, but it 
was not till June 30, 1930 (more than six months after his death) 
that the last of Ihe Allied troops left German soil. 

Whatever the ultimate fruits of Locarno, it had an obvious 
immediate significance. The isolation of Germany was, for the 
present at least, ended. She was now restored to the family of 
nations and even protected against French aggression. For France, 
too, it seemed to mean a fair security. She could still, of course, 
be drawn into war over the Polish question, but the chance seemed 
at least remote. And Great Britain was back once more at her old 
game of trying to keep a balance on the Continent. According 
to the wording of the recent settlement, it was to remain in force 
“until such time as the council [of the League of Nations] should 
decide by a two-thirdgrmajority that the League insured sufficient 
protection to the high contracting parties.” It was an eloquent 
admission of the inadequacy of the League. 

The Great Powers, indeed, preferred their ancient methods. Feeble ^ 
Apparently the most hopeful experiment in the direction of a ^ powers 
stabilized Europe has been a series of non-aggression pacts. Russia 
has signed such pacts with all her neighbors in Europe, including 
Roumania. While so far (1935) an “eastern Locarno” has proved 
impracticable (owing to Germany’s unwillingness to accept these 
frontiers as final), Germany and Poland have entered into a non¬ 
aggression pact (January, 1934) to last for ten years; and shortly 
afterward four Balkan states (the exceptions were Bulgaria and 
Albania) reached an agreement guaranteeing the status quo in the 
Balkan Peninsula. Meanwhile Russia, already bound to France 
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by a non-aggression pact (1932), has been drawing steadily closer 
to the Little Entente. Whether the change to more friendly rela¬ 
tions between France and Italy may also prove a stabilizing influ¬ 
ence is hard to predict, for Mussolini is crafty and has no mind to 
subject himself to the leadership of France. Perchance a fully- 
armed Germany may lead to a cleavage of Europe, similar to that 
of 1914. Certainly the policy of keeping Germany weak—the 
policy inaugurated by the Congress of Paris—has already proved 
its futility. 

One is constantly impressed with the shallowness of most en¬ 
deavors to provide for permanent peace. The Pact of Paris, or 
Kellogg Pact 1 (a contribution of the United States to the problem 
of security) was merely a formal “out-lawing” of war, and by care¬ 
ful reservations this ban was not to apply to defensive wars—the 
only sort that powers admit waging! Meanwhile instruments of 
warfare continued to be conspicuous. Efforts to agree on a sub¬ 
stantial reduction of armaments have been made repeatedly and 
failed. In the matter of naval armaments Great Britain with some 
reluctance accepted parity with the United States, but France has 
refused to grant this boon to Italy, feeling that her Mediterranean 
interests are threatened by Fascist chauvinism. It may be observed 
that neither Great Britain nor the United States had really yielded 
much, since each retained supremacy over any other power and 
because of their insular position could easily talk of military reduc¬ 
tions. It may be noted that France revived in 1932 her proposal 
that the League should have an international force at its disposal 
but again it proved abortive. There is hardly any question but 
that France herself is to be blamed for her uncompromising atti- 
tude toward the harassed Weimar Republic—an attitude which 
partly explains the rise of the Nazis to power; there is also some 
reason to feel that her stubborn defense of the status quo with 
all its territorial defects is evidence of a narrow approach to the 
problem of security; yet all her regrettable intransigence was 
due to an explicable fear (amounting almost to an obsession) of 
German recovery. In wishing to strengthen the League, she was 
at least Intelligently constructive. But the Powers as a whole were 
suspicious of any experiment that might impede their freedom 
of action. The scales were heavily weighted against internation¬ 
alism. 

* Named after the Secretary of State. 
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And there are two powers who do not seem to want permanent Theeimentt 
peace, or at least not until they have got the things they want. dowr 
While Russia, whatever her motives, has shown in recent years a 
growing spirit of co-operation, the same can hardly be said of Japan 
and Germany. In 1931 after wrestling for years with a Chinese boy- (0 Japan 
cott which threatened to cut her off from her main sources of food 
supply, Japan invaded Manchuria on the pretext that the Chinese 
had seized a stretch of Japanese railroad. Actually she wanted 
Manchuria because it was a rich country, in which almost $1,000,- 
000,000 in Japanese capital had been invested, and there was also 
plenty of room for immigration. Somewhat after the example 
of the United States in Panama, she proceeded to erect a puppet 
state, the kingdom of Manchukuo, under her sway. China, helpless 
of course to make her resistance effective, promptly appealed to 
the League of Nations; and never had a less welcome task been 
assumed by that impotent body. Since Japan would not coun¬ 
tenance action by the League, probably nothing but turning its 
whole interventive machinery against her would have availed 
to bring her to terms, but inasmuch as the Great Powers, caught 
already in the toils of the depression as well as worried over Eu¬ 
ropean problems, were unwilling to face the issue, the council of 
the League floundered and seemed unable to reach any decision. 

When at last a commission of inquiry, appointed at Japan’s in¬ 
stance, issued a lengthy report condemning her action, she repu¬ 
diated its judgment and announced her intended withdrawal from 
the League of Nations. As a belated American protest was equally 
futile, the Japanese steadily advanced even to the neighborhood 
of Peking. 1 The episode clearly showed that Japan (who for some 
years had been dominated by the militarist element) was ready as 
usual to capitalize any crisis that arose in Europe. In 1933 she 
proclaimed herself “responsible for the maintenance of peace and 
order in the Far East,” and significantly referred to the exemption 
of so-called “regional understandings” from the jurisdiction of 
the League. 2 What Japan explicitly claims is a “Monroe Doc¬ 
trine” of the Far East. As long, however, as China remains in 
her present state of impotence and the interests of other powers 
are not affected, it would seem unlikely that Europe will interfere. 

Minded to strengthen her hegemony in Asia, she has an- 

i Now called Peiping. 

1 See page 719. 
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nounced her intention of building a navy second to none in the 
world. 

($) Ger- The case of Germany looms largest. With the generally aggres- 

manv sive attitude of the new Germany we have already become ac¬ 
quainted. How real is the pan-German dream has been fully 
enough exemplified in her attitude toward Austria. At one time 
it seemed that propaganda and force would bring this neighboring 
republic into subjection, and whether, indeed, the dictatorship 
established at Vienna (as the price of Mussolini's gracious pro¬ 
tection!) will suffice to save that power from union with Germany 
is a matter of grave concern. Much impetus was certainly given 
the pan-German movement when, as the result of the plebiscite 
in January, 1935, the Saar Basin returned to Germany, and it is 
evident that by “boring from within" (as in the case of Austria) 
Germany hopes to recover Danzig and possibly Memel. Hitler 
has even revealed the hope of eastward expansion, which would 
include not only several Baltic states but also the bulk of the 
Ukraine. It is just this outspoken menace (for the Nazis are not 
subtle) that persuaded Soviet Russia to line up with the Western 
Powers. 

All such grandiose objects were, of course, contingent on mili¬ 
tary power, such as the old Germany had possessed. But in any 
case the new Germany determined to suffer no longer the humiliat¬ 
ing position imposed upon her by the Treaty of Versailles. Already 
reparations were a thing of the past, but the Polish Corridor re¬ 
mained, as the outward visible sign of the Reich's dismemberment. 
Moreover, Germany needed colonies to provide her with raw 
materials, and the recovery of these possessions has already entered 
the domain of Hitler’s demands. But at the very least Germany 
insisted upon military parity—in other words an army that would 
be at least as large as that of any of her neighbors, not to mention 
a respectable navy, and all the necessary equipment. As a matter 
of fact, such a formula (that is, military parity) had been accepted 
in principle by the Powers themselves in December, 1933 shortly 
before Hitler had attained to power, and the question became the 
subject of a long controversy at an international conference over 
disarmament. But unfortunately any practical application of 
the idea eventually foundered on the suspicion which Nazi 
activities in Austria had incurred; hence France and her allies 
insisted that Germany was not to receive the privilege in full for 
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a period of five years. This decision naturally wounded German 
pride, and Germany accordingly left the conference in high dud¬ 
geon. 1 Hitler then appealed to Germans to endorse his policy 
in a plebiscite—a result which was naturally attained. Thereafter 
there could be hardly any doubt that Germany would seek her 
end by unilateral action; indeed, she had already threatened such 
a step if she should fail to get equality through negotiation. But 
undoubtedly the greatest blow to the cause of security was her 
brusque announcement that she intended definitely to withdraw 
from the League of Nations. 2 Clearly German}/ had entered a new 
phase in the history of her relations with other powers since the 
War. From 1919 to 1925 she had been in outcast among the 
powers, occupying a position of compulsory isolation. From the 
Treaties of Locarno in 1925 to her definite breach with the League 
in 1933 she had been once more a member of the family of nations 
and, at least until Hitler’s coming, had co-operated more or less 
cordially with the other powers. Now, succeeding to the policy of 
conciliation by which Stresemarm had sought to obtain conces¬ 
sions for Germany, then* had emerged a policy of voluntary isola¬ 
tion and defiance of the rest of Europe. Perhaps on the whole it 
was singular that nationalism had kept its temper so long. 

Whatever the shock to the public, professional diplomats were 
hardly unprepared for the action which Hitler took on March 16, 
1935. In a proclamation to the German people he announced the 
renunciation of the military provisions of the Treaty of Versailles. 
This decision, as he went on to show, signified the reinstitution of 
conscription, the construction of a strong navy, and the raising 
of an army which was apparently to total about 600,000 men. 
The decision was based on the need of security and justified by the 
fact that a general program of disarmament, proposed by the 
Fourteen Points and definitely promised by the Treaty of Ver¬ 
sailles had failed in sixteen years to reach a semblance of realiza¬ 
tion. The manifesto closed with the words: “For in this hour 

1 In order to justify his action Hitler publicly declared (October, 1933) that 
Germany was ready to disarm if other powers would do likewise. " If the World 
decides that all weapons are to be abolished down to the last machine gun, we are 
ready” he said “to join at once in such a convention. But if the World grants to 
each nation certain weapons, we are not prepared to let ourselves be excluded from 
this concession as a nation with inferior rights.” He also took occasion to say that 
France and Germany no longer had anything to fight about—a sort of implied 
recognition of the Pacts of Looarjio, 

* According to the Covenant two years must elapse between a power’s announce¬ 
ment of intention to withdraw and actual withdraws 1 


The crisis 
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the German government renews before the German people, before 
the entire world, its assurance of its determination never to pro¬ 
ceed beyond the safeguarding of the German honor and the safe¬ 
guarding of the Reich , and especially does it not intend in rearming 
Germany to create any instrument for warlike attack but, on the 
contrary, exclusively for defense and thereby for the maintenance 
of peace.” 

Historically it is hard to resist the feeling that Germany’s action 
was at least humanly natural and was perhaps to some extent 
justified. Looking back over sixteen years, the Powers had made 
but half-hearted efforts to promote the cause of peace through a 
general reduction of armaments; and during all this period Ger¬ 
many had lacked the means of repelling any punitive attack (such 
as the invasion of the Ruhr) from the self-appointed judges of 
her conduct. Even the admirable Treaties of Locarno might 
break down, as the treaty of Belgian neutrality had done. And 
while it is true that the German nation would most likely have 
attained its end, military parity, through negotiation (provided, 
of course, it avoided provocation), the pride of a great nation 
seemed to demand that it should now free itself. Hardly a German, 
whether Nazi, socialist, or liberal, could have done otherwise than 
rejoice that Germany, on her own initiative, was breaking the 
moral servitude imposed by the Congress of Paris. Even Hitler’s 
exasperation when it was proposed by France and Great Britain 
that Germany should guarantee her eastern frontier in return for 
the right to rearm without delay seems not to have been wholly 
unjustified, and this proposal may, indeed, have been the immedi¬ 
ate cause of his action. Germany should show the world that her 
sovereignty was restored in the fullest sense. 

At the moment this book goes to press it is too early to deter¬ 
mine the results of this ominous action. Naturally there was much 
communing among the Powers; the culprit was formally con¬ 
demned by the League of Nations; and (what is more important) 
France and Russia signed a pact of mutual assistance, May 2, 
1935—an alliance by another name!—for a period of five years. 1 
But the crowning fact is that Germany is arming; and in view of 
the well-known temper of her present regime, one cannot feel 
greatly encouraged by Hitler’s assurance of harmless intent. Cer- 

1 This may conceivably weaken the Locarno IPacts since Great Britain would 
not want to protect a France drawn into war by a German attack on Russia. 
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tainly her neighbors are all taking renewed precautions, and the 
outcome is gray with doubt. With all the Great Powers (including 
the United States) now piling up armaments again, one is pain¬ 
fully reminded of those years which immediately preceded the 
Great War. 

True, if positive provocation can be avoided, Germany may \ peace of 
keep the world guessing for an indefinite period. There are still circumstance 
millions of unemployed; the economic structure has yet to be 
rebuilt; and there is much needed in the way of equipment for 
the army—unless, of course, the chief reliance will be placed on 
poisonous gases. It is not at all improbable that a Germany, so 
cramped in a material way, any find iv much less easy to wrestle 
with depression, may more easily succumb to economic collapse. 

There is also the fact of her moral isolation. She is at present alone 
in a hostile and suspicious world. This is, perhaps, the best safe¬ 
guard of Europe’s peace. But it is a peace based on circumstances, 
not on solid foundations. Neither the League of Nations nor the 
efforts of separate powers through numerous pacts have availed 
to solve the problem of security, and Europe has returned once 
more to an armed peace. With the League’s declining prestige 
the situation is ominous indeed. 

It is manifest that neither the problem of security nor that of 
economic recovery has been solved. The Treaties of Locarno and 
the four-year boom in production had proved a ghastly illusion. 

With the recrudescence of German nationalism and the overpower¬ 
ing weight of the world-wide depression Europe has sunk into a 
morass from which there is as yet no apparent deliverance in sight. 

Especially acute at present is the economic crisis, which appears 
to be more widespread and more serious than Europe has ever 
experienced. Are these merely fortuitous circumstances or is there 
something fundamentally at fault with civilization as evolved by 
the Enlightened West? 

The Crisis for Western Civilization 

Western civilization, as we have watched It develop in the 
modem worid, has seemed to rest on three main pedestals: capital¬ 
ism, democracy, and nationalism. To all three the individual 
has contributed, and by all three, in large measure, has he been 
subjected, thus demonstrating, in fact, that to various “systems” 
of the Middle Ages, discussed in our introduction, other “systems” 
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have succeeded. Capitalism and democracy were natural out¬ 
growths of the progressive freedom of the individual, but all three 
have often proved a negation of individualism, and nationalism, 
in dividing up humanity into a multitude of group minds has 
prevented both capitalism and democracy from bringing about a 
coherent world order. 

The Capitalism, as representing fundamentally the individual's right 

capttaliam to personal profit, is so faithfully indicative of human nature that 

the part which it has played in history hardly needs any eluci¬ 
dation. Carried, however, to the extreme of endangering the life 
and health of society, it required some restriction; and hence the 
idea of laissez-faire had to give way to a certain measure of social 
control. Thus, the rise of the “social state" in the nineteenth 
century. The working class at least must be protected against 
excessive exploitation For the protection of the consumer—who 
represents all society—little indeed was done, for it is much more 
the interests of the producers than those of the consumers that 
have controlled modern society. 

And even with respect to the workers, it is still pretty generally 
recognized that they have not yet been granted their proper share 
in the profits accruing from industry. Hence has come the in¬ 
centive, on the part of many of this class, to turn for a remedy to 
socialism as a system which seems to promise in its application a 
more equitable distribution of wealth. That it is impossible for 
the workers to be justly and rationally remunerated under a 
capitalistic economy is rather too much to assert, but the fact needs 
to be faced that under the present economy this end has not been 
attained. 

In any case human patience is so long-suffering that if the av¬ 
erage worker can really satisfy his elemental wants, he is not 
likely to raise the moral question whether he ought by right to 
receive a greater remuneration for his labor. Social legislation, 
especially various forms of insurance, has helped as a rule to keep 
him from falling below the level of subsistence. It is only when the 
evil of unemployment seems not only to have become chronic but 
to embrace millions of his kind (with the result that the social 
state cannot stagger under the load) that the whole economic sys¬ 
tem under which such things could happen challenges analysis. 
Moreover, it is clear, as has been intimated, that not only the 
workers suffer in a depression but most of the rest of humanity. 
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who become forced with lessened resources to relieve the privations 
of the impoverished. 

As to the riddle of what has really produced the Great Depres¬ 
sion, opinions are so divergent that it would be folly for the histo¬ 
rian to venture any opinion. Alternating periods of prosperity and 
depression, each with increasing intensity as time went on, have 
occurred ever since the expansion of industry greatly increased 
the diffusion of capital and made all nations economically inter¬ 
dependent. The world, viewed from this ang ! e, is a delicate eco¬ 
nomic structure, and any serious misjudgment of the market, 
overestimating or underestimating existing consumption power, 
or any over-expansion of credit may produce n sudden crisis, which, 
if serious enough, is felt throughout the world. As a cause of the 
present slump, it has be<*n suggested by various scholars that the 
great corporations, intent upon future profits, had expended their 
surplus capital too lavishly on equipment, with the result that 
their goods placed on the market could not be readily consumed 
at the prices necessary to meet the expenses of this outlay and 
insure a profit; the result was a recession of prices, a slackening of 
production, a consequent lowering of wages, and the throwing of 
more and more persons out of employment. In other words spec¬ 
ulative ardor had outrun consumption power. The banks, which 
are able to create credit and bolster up production power, did not 
dare, when the crisis came, to make further loans, and those who 
had capital to invest waited naturally for better times. If less of 
the accumulated profits were to go into saving and more into the 
hands of the workers, it is alleged that the rate of consumption 
power would be less variable. Whether this theory is correct or not, 
it seems to be clear that at times there is overproduction or (if 
one likes) underconsumption, and that when production slackens 
as a consequence, the consumer, whether a workman or a merchant 
or an investor, is impoverished in the process. Obviously once a 
depression begins, it tends rapidly to become worse; for just as 
rising prices (up to a certain point) may stimulate buying for fear 
of a greater rise, so a lowering of prices leads to an interval of 
waiting in hope of a greater drop; and the lower the scale of prices, 
the less profit can be derived from production, and the less can be 
paid in wages to the workers or to the peasants in return for the 
products of the soil. Only indeed when prices have fallen very low 
(one cannot say how low) will demand become revived and the 
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trend back to prosperity begin. The protraction of a depression is, 
of course, often due to conscious hoarding, based upon fear, and 
the revival of public confidence is one of the most difficult of all 
phases of the problem. And in the meantime has come a lowering 
of the standard of living for almost all. Yet it is a curious anomaly 
that at no time in the history of the world has the productive power 
of man been so enhanced as it has been in the twentieth century. 
Can no means be found of making it adequately serve the need of hu¬ 
manity—not merely on occasions but continuously? Mr. G. D. H. 
Cole insists that it is human folly alone that prevents the world 
from fully enjoying the fruits of its technical skill and organizing 
genius. Overproduction, he says, might be viewed as impossible; 
it is only the maldistribution of wealth that prevents the enjoyment 
of the productive power that science has created. And this, of 
course, invites the challenge of an entirely different system, that 
of socialism—a system based on service rather than individual 
profit. The ills of capitalism are to be cured by killing the victim. 

With the moral possibilities of socialism we shall not here deal. 
On the economic side we are well aware that not only would it 
involve a much less wide divergence of income; there would be a 
concentrated management of all economic life. Provided intelligent 
leadership were found, there would be no social waste, no sacrificing 
of the future to the present, no permission for one industry to 
become inflated and another depressed; there would be planning 
for the whole economic unit. Whether the idea is humanly sound 
and whether if really sound there is enough intelligence to apply it, 
Russia is giving the world the benefit of her experience. If she 
finally succeeds and if capitalism is still in a shaken condition, 
socialism will certainly constitute a formidable appeal. Paul 
Einzig puts it tersely when he writes, “If within the next few 
decades it becomes evident that the communist experience in 
Soviet Russia is successful and that it is capable of providing the 
large masses of the population with a higher standard of living 
than that of capitalist countries, then our present political, social, 
and economic system is doomed.” Yet even the success of com¬ 
munism—and success is, after all, a relative term—does not 
necessarily mean that capitalism could not achieve still better 
results if modified in certain of its characteristics. Capitalism is 
simply put to a greater test than ever before in its history. 

One thing which seems to be generally admitted at this time is 
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" democracy ” 


that individuals working for profit (as always under capitalism) 
cannot safely be allowed to exercise their judgment without some 
social restraint. To allow them to do so leaves the matter of every¬ 
one’s income or profit peculiarly liable to periodic fluctuations 
and to an absence of that security which is essential to human 
happiness. Some social planning seems essential to the recovery 
and then afterward to the conservation of the capitalistic order. 
Another thing less readily admitted is that economically the world 
forms a unit. Huge political debts (like “reparations”), tariff 
walls, and currency-manipulating are all so many obstacles to the 
free opening of the world’s markets and the development of con¬ 
sumption power that will in turn insure a high level of production. 
But nationalism refuses to bow to this fact, and to this we shall 
refer again. Perhaps a more immediate consideration is whether 
that degree of governmental control needed for the purpose of a 
planned economy is practicable under a democratic regime. Must 
democracy finally abdicate in order that the world may be rescued 
from the present chaos? Is the only alternative to communism an 
equally autocratic control of capitalism—what is commonly known 
as “fascism”? 

A capitalistic economy has in the past found democracy well 
suited to its development because of the spirit of individualism 
that is common to both and in spite of the fact that “the total 
number of economic agents is small [to quote Sombart] as com¬ 
pared with the total number of persons participating in economic 
life with the result that a large majority is subject to the power of a 
few economic agents.” Democracy is not, however, necessary to 
capitalism, for it was in the period of absolute monarchies that 
modern capitalism got its first great impetus. In those days it was 
submitted more or less to State control and regulation. When the 
middle class became strong enough, they ended this regime, and 
the idea of laissez-faire, as we have noticed, became triumphant. 
Then finally democracy tempered laissez-faire, but still left cap¬ 
italism most of its former power. Government regulation, though 
applied in the case of the tariff (as an example of defensive na¬ 
tionalism), was hardly felt to be applicable to a democratic society. 
The individual producer was free to make his blunders to the 
detriment of his own and of other peoples’ interests. Only in 
time of war was it deemed necessary for the State to step in and 
mobilize the resources of a country for a common end. The Great 
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War—a great military crisis—resulted in a species of temporary 
dictatorship in all the democratic nations which participated. It 
was not so very different, except in some of its methods, from the 
historic Reign of Terror. It was an eloquent indication of the 
supposed limitations of democracy. 

The economic crisis, which followed in the train of the Great 
War, came to present the same problem. To end capitalism or 
regulate it—such has seemed to be the inevitable choice. Russia 
chose the former alternative; Italy and Germany, the latter; but 
all have proceeded on the same assumption that only an autocracy 
was fitted to grapple wiih vital economic problems. We hold no 
brief for communism or fascism; their success is still uncertain. But 
can the remaining democracies prove that they themselves are 
better adapted for the task? Shall they be able to make the choice 
between—let us say—socialism and a regulated capitalism without 
confiding their fortunes to a rigorous dictatorship? 

One cannot give a categorical answer. But it may not be amiss 
to seek some light on democracy and how it seems to work. If 
statesmanship has seemed so barren and futile in a crisis, may it 
not be that the system which underlies it is at fault? Do the best 
brains enter politics? Are the people able to discover them, and, if 
so, do they really w r ant them? We are not concerned with Ger¬ 
many or Italy, w^here liberal institutions had failed to take ade¬ 
quate root, but rather with France and Great Britain—and one 
is tempted also to add the United States. Not without some profit 
have political scientists and social psychologists been turning a 
veritable searchlight on democracy, and some have raised some 
ugly but pertinent questions. How, after all, is it to be expected 
that the masses in any country will choose competent persons to 
run their governments? In the first place, if psychological tests 
are to be trusted—a good deal more than half of the adult popula¬ 
tion of any country is of very limited intelligence. In the second 
place, the art of government has become such a complex affair 
that only a small proportion of the most intelligent can have a 
rational view on most public questions. How many persons could 
readily demonstrate that nationalization of the railroads would be 
socially beneficial? To be able to plumb the depths of some of the 
problems of the day requires intellectual capacity and equipment. 
And that is not all; it requires much time and patience. But as 
even the very intelligent fraction is occupied as a rule with the 
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problem of making a living and may feel that in its leisure time 
it needs a much more stimulating form of diversion than studying 
the tariff or some form of social control, one can easily deduce that 
there is a very small proportion of voters who really possess an 
intelligent opinion on public questions. It was once true that 
politics furnished a measure of entertainment if for no other reason 
than it afforded a fund for argument, but in the twentieth century 
the automobile, the moving picture, and the radio supply amuse¬ 
ment with which politics can hardly be expected to compete. De¬ 
mocracy thus breaks up into myriads of individuals too sluggish 
or too preoccupied to study their common interests. 

Since the masses, then, are not well informed and are not 
mentally acute, they tend to cling to traditional institutions or if 
compelled to face an issue, they vote cither yes or no on the general 
idea, or if no question in particular forces their attention, they 
vote more or less blindly for a party or a personality. In fact, it is 
all that they are fitted to do. Moreover, hundreds of thousands 
do not bother to register any opinion at all. While it is true that in 
Europe there is no such apathy as is normal in the United States, 
the proportion of citizens who do not vote at all is certainly dis¬ 
quieting to those who believe in democracy. Lord Bryce, one of 
the greatest champions of democracy, was sufficiently disillusioned 
as to write in 1920, “The lapse of years has given us a fuller knowl¬ 
edge. . . . The proportion of citizens who take a lively and constant 
interest in politics is so small, and likely to remain so small, that 
the direction of affairs inevitably passes into the hands of the 
few.” 

Such a deduction signifies that democracy, properly speaking, 
does not really function at all. It is difficult to resist the conclusion 
that regimes supposedly democratic are in reality oligarchies. The 
idea of the omnipotent citizen is, as Lippmann says, a false ideal. 
The men who constitute governments are largely politicians who 
enjoy perhaps the backing of a machine which knows only too well 
how to twist the public mind. Issues can often be over-simplified 
or sentimentalized; candidates, ready with slogans or catch 
phrases, can sway an audience with empty eloquence; the radical 
can capitalize latent discontent and offer his platform as a prescrip¬ 
tion for any malady, while the conservative can deliberately play 
upon fear or upon that ingrained hatred of change whiob people 
with enough to live on generally display. If the masses do not 
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think, it is to their emotions that the shrewd politician generally 
appeals. The greatest lever for the development of public opinion 
has been the press. There the voter gets his opinions ready-made. 
The facts may be false as presented to him, and they are bound 
to be one-sided, but as few can afford to take two newspapers of 
opposite opinions (even if they are so disposed), the masses are 
usually influenced by the nearest or perhaps the cheapest sen¬ 
sational journal. Few editors, indeed, are concerned with the 
solemn business of enlightening the public; they are business men 
who are scheming for as large a Circulation as they can create, 
since a large circulation means plenty of advertising, and it is 
advertising that makes the paper pay; hence they give the reading 
public the kind of reading matter that it wants. It is patent there¬ 
fore that democracy has opened the way to a science of practical 
psychology. Parties and politicians study the popular mind, note 
its trends and aberrations, twist it to believe this or that, and com¬ 
pete with one another for its approval at the polls. Only on certain 
occasions does the tail wag the dog. Only, perhaps, in times of 
great stress, when popular emotions are worked up to a fever heat 
by sudden resentment or long-stored-up hatred does public opinion 
really stampede the politician. The French and English had but 
one opinion on the proper treatment of Germany in 1918, though 
it is worth noting that in England the activities of the Northcliffe 
press had a great deal to do with promoting this spirit of revenge. 
Generally speaking, one finds it hard to resist the conclusion that 
power is generated from the top much more than from the 
bottom. 

Much, in any case, rests on the responsibility of the men who 
get themselves chosen to represent the people. Many, if not most 
of them, are fairly alive to popular needs, as such needs come to be 
construed by a people badly informed and often deliberately misled. 
Many of them, indeed, are estimable gentlemen, who give a good 
deal of attention to public problems. But they are not necessarily 
persons whose previous records have proved their fitness for 
responsibility. Politics does not breed experts. Such persons would 
have little time to play the demagogue and the public would be 
unlikely to understand them. Moreover, the trend of things in 
Europe has had the general effect of hardening economic lines. 
Just as the labor and socialist parties represent the interests of the 
proletariat, so the more conservative parties form the vanguard 
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of organized capital. In the light of these “ pressure groups,” 1 
as they have been called, the broader interests of society as a whole 
become obscured. It is not here implied that politicians as a rule 
are deliberately corrupt, and there is not in Europe the domination 
of the lobbies, which is the curse of American politics; how common, 
indeed, are cases of indirect bribery through conscious appeals to a 
lawmaker’s cupidity or social ambition is hard to determine, 
though examples of such have been known. Nor can one really 
prove that in Europe the moneyed interests bind the politician 
by finding him ways of adding to his income—another prevalent 
abuse in the United States. If he serves the world of capital, it is 
more probably because he regards it as fundamental to the social 
order. And possibly he is right. But generally it is true that 
neither training nor outlook equip him for the responsibility of 
discerning his country’s needs and the way to meet them. 

Yet an analysis of democracy and a realization of what it is and 
what it is not does not necessarily prove that the system cannot 
be modified to work better in the long run than any other polity 
that history has contributed. Freedom of opinion has never 
flourished under autocracy, and it is hard to believe that civilization 
would really advance without the right of the individual to speak 
or write his thoughts. One may even hazard the opinion that the 
right to be misgoverned is more precious than all the efficiency 
of a government that fetters the spirit. Perhaps it may be possible 
in time to educate the masses up to the point of choosing as their 
rulers persons of recognized character and breadth. Such persons, 
wise in their ignorance, might be expected to consult the men who 
have given the most careful and thorough study to public ques¬ 
tions. In British politics there was once a tradition of service, 
whose exponents often managed to stand above all petty interests, 
and though the social status of such men had the undoubted tend¬ 
ency to make them ultra-conservative, the sense of responsibility 
which they developed was comparable to the spirit of the judiciary. 
Humanity is not devoid of persons of intelligence and character, 
as any of the trades and professions amply attest. But until the 

1 The influence of regionalism is much less powerful in Europe than in the United 
States, partly because European countries (excepting, of course, Russia) have 
populations less widely scattered, and partly because the members of popular 
chambers are not required to be residents of the constituencies they represent. 
There are also fewer pressure groups representing religious, moral, or military 
organisations. 
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world is brought to see that the business of running a government 
requires as fine a mental equipment as the handling of a great 
corporation, democracies are liable to function in a sorry and 
haphazard fashion. Only time can rectify the faults of such a 
system. Today democracy, like capitalism, is put to a crucial 
test. 

One of the arguments for democracy is that only under such a The testing 
regime can nationalism be tempered. Autocrats will almost nationalism 
inevitably look to their own country as the lin it of their concern. 

Worse still, they are always liable to precipitate a war for national 
glory if they think their position at home is becoming weaker. 

But nationalism, when wholly spontaneous, might possibly be 
susceptible to higher motives; or, to put it squarely, nationalism 
might possibly disappeai if the people who gave it force were to 
take a larger view of the world they lived in. Such a hope may 
perhaps be quixotic; yet even enlightened self-interest demands a 
broader outlook; further, it demands a world at peace. And there 
can be no durable peace until the world has learned the lesson of 
international co-operation. Moreover, the interdependence of 
nations should make it evident enough that bitter national rivalries 
are basically artificial—the product of the narrowest self-interest 
or of utterly blind emotionalism. A well-known scholar, Dr. Kreh- 
biei, has pointed out that nationalism is simply the historical 
product of a world that has overemphasized political divisions, 
and he declares that it is logically an anachronism. But, 
whatever the historian’s logic, the fact remains that national¬ 
ism is stronger today than in any period of history. Fear and 
hatred seem deeper in Europe than ever they have been before. 

Nations are heavily armed, and look to another war as a likely 
eventuality. And a narrow and strictly self-protective attitude 
in dealing with the Great Depression has led to a display of 
economic nationalism, more intense than the world has wit¬ 
nessed since the bygone days of mercantilism. Nationalism 
has proved but a sorry means of giving Europe her needed 
stability. 

And what of the new internationalism—hopeful offspring of 
Wilson’s vision? Alas, it was soon shattered by the products of a 
stupid peace. “Modern man,” writes the French publicist, Delaisi, 

“is in truth a citizen of the World. But he is completely unaware 
of the fact and herein lies the tragedy of our time ” 
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Bohemia, 60, 118,120; see also Czechs 
Boileau, Nicolas, 86 
Bologna, 7 

Bologna, Concordat of, 245, 296 
Bolsheviks, origins of, 767; struggle 
for power, 776-7; triumph of, 778; 
anxious for recognition, 792; see 
also Communist Party 
Bombay, 222 

Bonaparte, Joseph, see Joseph I, king 
of Spain 

Bonaparte, Lucien, 344 
Bonaparte, Napoleon, see Napo¬ 
leon I 

Boniface VIII, pope, 51 
Boris (Godunov), czar of Russia, 
139, n. 1, 143, n. 

Borodino, Battle of, 366 
Bosnia, 622, 624, 633-5 
Bouille, Marshal, 303 
Boulanger, General, 540 
Bourgeoisie, see Middle class 
Boxer Rebellion, 603, 605 
Boyne, Battle of the, 188 
Braddock, General, 226 
Brandenburg, origins and rise of, 104; 

fuses with Prussia, 106 
Brandenburg-Prussia, in coalition 
against France, 99; in Thirty 
Years’ War, 106; condition of, in 
1640, 108; under Great Elector, 
109-11; see also Prussia 
Braunau, 811 
Brazil, 200, 206 
Bremen, 156, 237, 575 
Brenner Pass, 692-3, 706 
Brest Litovsk, Treaty of, 778 
Briand, Aristide, 841 
Brienne, Lomenie de, 269-70, 278 
Bright, John, 425, 527, 565 
British Empire, shaken by revolu¬ 
tion, 228; character and adminis¬ 
tration of, 591-3; at Congress of 
Paris, 683; shaken by Great War, 
733; augmented by Ireland, 737; 
blocks European peace, 839-40; see 
also Australia, Canada, New Zea¬ 
land, Union of South Africa 


Bruges, 30-1 

Brumaire, Coup d’fitat of, 344 
Briining, Heinrich, 807, 810, 815-6 
Brunswick Manifesto, 308 
Brussels, 390 

Brussels, Conference of, 597 
Bryce, Lord, 854 

Bucharest, Treaty of, 631, 638, 652 
Blilow, Prince von, 617, 624 
Button, G., 510 
Bukovina, 166 

Bulgaria, creation of, 621; economic 
dependence of, 622; war (1884) of, 
with Serbia, 623; relations of, with 
Russia, 623-5; liberation of, 625; 
in Balkan Wars, 630-1; in Great 
War, 651-2, 667, 672; as affected 
by Great War, 701; politics in, 741; 
stays out of Balkan pact, 841 
Bulgars, 397, 464 
Burke, Edmund, 329 
Burma, 601 
Burschenschaftj 481 
Butler, Josephine, 747 
Byzantium, 126, 155 

Cabinet (British), evolution of, 192-3; 
position of, 532-3 

Cadets (Constitutional Democratic 
Party), 769, 774-5 
Caillaux, J., 628 
Calais, 171 
Calcutta, 222 
Calonne, C. A. de, 268-9 
Calvin, John, 21-2 
Calvinism (or Calvinists), character 
and spread of, 21-2; contribution of, 
to progress, 23-4; in Germany, 
60-1; under Edict of Nantes, 69; 
in England, 176; see also Presby¬ 
terians 

Calvinist Union, 72 
Cameroons, 598, 713 
Canada, as theater of war, .220, 226; 
value of, 221, 593; autonomy to, 
394; as a dominion, 591 
Canning, George, 392,398 
Canning, Stratford (Lord Stratford 
or Stratford de Redcliffe), 459-60, 
462 

Canton, 600 

Capitalism, rise of, 27-30, 32; growth 
of, 208-11, 242-3, 414, 424; diffu¬ 
sion of, 250, 515; forces Industrial 



INDEX 


863 


Revolution, 413-4; comparative 
fields of, in England and France, 
414; under rationalization, 517; 
strength of, 655; attitude of Ger¬ 
man socialists toward, 804; record 
and limitations of, 848-52; and 
democracy, 852-3 
Capitulations, 606, 651, 704 
Caporetto, Battle of, 668, 756 
Caraffa, Cardinal, see Paul IV 
Carbonari, 466 
Carinthia, 118 
Camiola, 118 

Carnot, Lazarre, 331, 333, 341 
Carpathian Mountains, 125, 160 
Cartwright, Edmund, 416 
Caspian Sea, 2, 138, 696 
Castlenau, General, 662 
Castlereagh, Lord, 382-4, B$6, 388, 
392 

Castile, 42 
Catalans, 79, 566 

Catherine the Great, czarina of Rus¬ 
sia, relations of, with nobles, 162, 
155; accession and character of, 
153-4; importance of, 154-6; as a 
benevolent despot, 154, 265-6, 761; 
withdraws from Seven Years’ War, 
158; in First Partition of Poland, 
162-5; in Eastern Question, 163-4, 
166-7; acquires Caucasus, 168; 
cynicism of, 236; descent of, upon 
Poland, 321-3 
Catholic League, 78 
Catholic Reaction (or Counter-Refor¬ 
mation), 66-6, 59-60, 175-6, 465 
Catholics, split, 22; in France, 57; 
in England, 57, 177, 183-7; in Ger¬ 
many, 58-61; missions of, 587 
Caucasus Mountains, 2, 168 
Cavour, Count Camille di, character 
and leadership of, 468; campaign 
of, for an ally, 469-72; brings on 
war with Austria* 473; retires, 475; 
return of, 476; and annexation of 
Savoy, 475-6; intrigues of, in the 
Principalities, 476; and winning of 
southern Italy, 478; and winning 
of central Italy, 477-8; last act and 
death of, 478; religious ideal of, 
543 

Cecil, Lord Hugh, 535 
Cecil, Lord Robert, 716 
Cellini, Benvenuto, 10 


Cerdagne, 77, 82 
Ceylon, 214, 222, 384, 593 
Chamberlain, Joseph, as advocate of 
tariff reform, 529, 550, 560; char¬ 
acter and position of, 530, 548; and 
the caucus, 534; and social reform, 
549; and Irish question, 564; as an 
imperialist, 614 

Champs de Mars, Massacre of the, 
303-4 

Champlain, Jean, 225 
Chapelier I a\ , 297, 300, 428, 435 
Charlemagne, 18 

Charles V, emperor, and Luther, 
19-20; failure of, 22-3, 58-9; low¬ 
ers of, in Spain, 42; forces a general 
council, 55 

Charles VI, tmperor, 114 
Charles I, emperor of Austria, 669 
Charles I, king of England, 177-81 
Charles II, king of England, charac¬ 
ter of, 182; reign of, 183-5; and 
choice of ministers, 189; the cabinet 
under, 192; and the colonies, 228 
Charles VII, king of France, 40-1, 45 
Charles X (Charles of Artois), king 
of France, 286, 401 
Charles I, king of Roumania, 464 
Charles II, king of Spain, 99 
Charles IV, king of Spain, 362-3 
Charles X, king of Sweden, 157, 162 
Charles XII, king of Sweden, 112, 
157-8 

Charles, Archduke, 365 
Charles Albert, king of Sardinia, 
407-8, 467-8 
Charter of 1100, 172 
Chartism, 395, 436 
Chaumont, Treaty of, 386 
China, first treaty of, with western 
power, 168; reached by Portuguese, 
222; cedes Maritime Manchuria, 
596, 601; value of, 599-600; gov¬ 
ernment of, GOO; opening of, 600; 
war of, with Japan, 601; exploita¬ 
tion and partition of, 601-3, 650; 
becomes a republic, 605; progress 
in, 605-6; in Great War, 653; in 
Shantung question, 693-4; appeal# 
to League, 843 

Chinese, as a nationality, 557 
Chinese Empire, 599 
Choiseul, Duke of, intervention of, in 
the East, 163; tries to revive France, 
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230-1; relaxes mercantilism, 232; 
patronizes philosopher , 257-8, 265 
Christine, queen of Sweden, 156-7 
Church, rdle of, in Middle Ages, 4-6, 
10-1, 23, 28-9, 47-51; decadence 
and plight of, 3, 15, 22, 24, 33, 54; 
liberality of, 16, 48; separation of 
England from, 21, 174-5; lands of, 
secularized, 22, 60; end of religious 
ascendancy of, 24; position of, in 
national states, 51-2; reformation 
and reorganization of, 56; finan¬ 
cial r61e of, in France, 95; taxed in 
Austria, 120-1; condition of, in 
France under Old Regime, 245-6; 
lands of, in France confiscated, 295; 
reorganized in France by Revolu¬ 
tion, 295-6; despoiled in Belgium, 
323; reorganized in France by 
Napoleon, 351; under Restored 
Bourbons, 401; under Second Em¬ 
pire, 457; separation of, from State 
in France, 540; and women, 746, 
748; in Italy, 758 

Church of England or Anglican 
Church (or Anglicanism), 21, 174, 
176-7, 563 

Church, Orthodox, 126, 397, 399, 
789 

Cisalpine Republic, 355-6 
Civil Constitution of the Clergy, 
295-6, 298-9 

Clemenceau, Georges, during Great 
War, 669, 673; character and rdle 
of, at Congress of Paris, 683-5, 691; 
and French claims, 687; in repara¬ 
tions question, 690, 827; in Adriatic 
controversy, 693, 709; inflamed 
against Germany, 696; in Eastern 
question, 702; in Polish question, 
708; in mandates question, 712; 
wants war with Russia, 792 
Clergy, treatment of, by modern 
state, 39, 51; in Europe under Old 
Regime, 241; in France under Old 
Regime, 245-6; cahiers of French, 
280 

Cleve-Jtilich affair, 72, 104 
Clive, Robert, 227 
Cobbett, William, 435-6 
Cobden, Richard, 425, 476 
Cobden Treaty, 458 
Code Napotton, 350, 379 
Cajur, Jacques, 31 


Colbert, Jean-Baptiste, character and 
work of, 83-6, 93, 95, 208; policy 
of, toward Holland, 98, 219; as 
empire-builder, 222-3; squeezes 
gilds, 250 

Commonwealth, 181 
Commune (of 1871), 442, 536-7 
Commune, Insurrectionary, in power, 
308-9; as tool of Jacobins, 310; 
overthrows Girondins, 313; fall of, 
330; last stroke of, 333 
Communism, spread of, 731; meaning 
of, 731, n.; see also Communism 
(Russian) 

Communism (Russian), platform of, 
780-1; put to the test, 786-7; signi¬ 
fies strife, 789; all-pervasiveness of, 
790; spread of, after Great War, 794 
Communist League, 443, 447 
Communist Party, 782-3, 789, 791 
Communist Regime, 778-92 
Communists, German (or Sparta- 
cides), 800-1, 806, 815-8 
Compromise of 1867, see A mgleich 
Compromise of 1868, 501 
Concert of Europe, as emanation from 
Congress of Vienna, 385-92; France 
admitted to, 390; disruption of, 
391-2; and Nicholas I, 392; settles 
status of Belgium, 396; assumes 
protectorate, 461; deals with 
Schleswig-Holstein, 486; weakness 
of, 621, 715; works for peace in 
Near East, 630; see also Berlin, 
Conference of; Internationalism; 
League of Nations; Morocco; Suez 
Canal 

Concord, 230 

Concordat of Bologna, see Bologna, 
Concordat of 

Concordat of 1801, made, 351; abro¬ 
gated, 540 

Cond6, Henry, prince of, 72 
Cond6, Louis, prince of, 81 
Confederation g&n&raX du Travail 
(“C.G.T 552, 740 

Confederation of the Rhine, 356 
Congo Free State, 597, 711 
Congregationalists, 176 
Congress of Paris, see Paris, Congress 
of 

Conservatives (Conservative Party in 
Great Britain), complexion of, 52$; 
and political reform, 530-1; organ* 
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ization of, 534; and social reform, 
547, 549; and Irish question, 564-5; 
and Egypt, 609-10; and Bagdad 
railroad, 626; and tariff reform, 
834; see also Chamberlain; Dis¬ 
raeli; Salisbury; Salisbury ministry 
Constantine, Donation of, 50 
Constantine, emperor, 50 
Constantine, king of Greece, 623, 653, 
704 

Constantinople, as imperial city, 48; 
fall of, 131; as Russian objective, 
155, 166, 691; in Fourier’s concep¬ 
tion, 438; as railway terminal, 622; 
pivotal position of, 632; question of 
disposing of, 701-3; threatened by 
Kemal, 704 

Constituent Assembly (French) of 
1789-91, inauguration of, 283; 
character of, 290-2; work of, 293-8; 
against aggression, 317 
Constituent Assembly (French) of 
1848, 405 

Constituent Assembly (French) of 
1871-5, 538 

Constituent Assembly (German), 
802-3 

Constituent Assembly (Russian), 779 
Constitution (English), character of, 
171; ministerial responsibility as 
feature of, 190 

Constitution of 1791, 292-4, 317 
Constitution (Prussian) of 1850, 482 
Constitution of the Year III, 339 
Constitution of the Year VIII, 344 
Constitutional Democrats, see Cadets 
Constitutional Laws, 537-8 
Consulate, establishment of, 344; 
value of, 347; as model for Second 
Empire, 457 

Continental Congress, 231 
Continental System, 356, 360-2, 366 
Convention (National), opening of, 
309; tries king, 311; and spread of 
Revolution, 318-9, 325; relation of, 
to Terror, 327-8,333; legislation of, 
327, n., 350; establishes directory, 
338-9; saved by Bonaparte, 350 
Copernicus, N., 10 
Cordeliers, 303 
Corelli, Marie, 747 
Com Laws, 394, 425, 436 
Corsica, 230, 337-8 
Cortes, 39,42 


Cossacks, 139, 168 

Counter-Reformation, see Catholic 
Reaction 

Coup d’fitat (1851), 406, 494 
Couronn6 de Nancy, 662 
Couza, Alexander, 463-4, 476 
Cracow, made a free city, 384; an¬ 
nexed to Austria, 403; as military 
objective, 665 
Craonne, 726 
Credit Fonder , 457 
Crimea, kham fce of, 131, 138, 152, 166 
Crimea (peninsula), 460 
Crimean War, causes and course of, 
396, 459-60; Sardinia and, 470; 
effect of, cn Russia, 763 
Criminal I^a*v Amendment Act, 547 
Cioats, 403, 107-8, 501, 557, 634-5 
Crompton, Samuel, 416 
Cromwell, Oliver, alliance of, with 
France, 82; character and rule of, 
180-2; pacifies Scotland, 194; Irish 
policy of, 195; at war with Dutch, 
218 

Crusades, 7, 28, 30 
Cumberland, Duke of, 226 
Curie, Marie, 512, 747 
Curie, Pierre, 512 
Cyprus, 703 

Czechoslovakia, national gains of, 
696, 706-7; war of, with Hungary, 
700; in nationalist minorities ques¬ 
tion, 77; agrarian revolution in, 738, 
743; as youth’s Mecca, 751; in pro¬ 
posed Danubian union, 833; in Little 
Entente, 838; in Locarno Pacts, 
841 

Czechoslovaks (in Russia), 793 
Czechs, 403, 407-8, 501, 566, 672 
Czernin, Count, 669 

Dalmatia, coveted by Austria, 165, 
167; acquired by Austria, 384; 
Italian designs on, 692-3 
Dalton, John, 512 
Danby, Earl of, 184 
Dante, Alighieri, 50 
Dan ton, G. J., as political trimmer, 
287, 307, 313; as radical leader, 
303; in office, 309; as soul of the 
Terror, 324, 326, 328-9; seeks 
peace, 325; character of, 325-6, 
330; fall of, 332 

Danube River, 2, 118, 161, 633, 706 
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Donubian Principalities, occupied by 
Catherine the Great, 164-5; Russia 
gets wedge in, 166; Russian designs 
on, 364; rise of, 398-9; revolution 
in, 406; question of union of, 461-4, 
471; and Crimean War, 471 
Danzig, a Polish town, 159, 165; 

under League of Nations, 708, 844 
Dare, Jeanne, 40, 558 
Dardanelles, 3; see also Straits 
Dardanelles, Battle of, 652, 667 
Dark Ages, 25, 34 
Darwin, Charles, 510 
Dauphiny, 271 
Dawes Plan, 829 
De&k, Francis, 499-500, 633 
Declaration of Pillnitz, see Piilnitz, 
Declaration of 

Declaration of the Rights of Man and 
Citizen, 292-4 
Deists, 253-4 

Delcasse, Th6ophile, 611, 617 
Democracy, advocated by Rousseau, 
264; bows to nationalism, 269; as 
result of French Revolution, 377, 
396; in relation to socialism, 448; 
flouting of, in Germany, 482; pub¬ 
lic opinion and, 528, 854-5; basis 
and defects of, 528-9, 852-56; in 
England, 531-5; in France, 540-1; 
in Italy, 544; in other countries, 
544-5; status of, after Great War, 
732; denounced by Mussolini, 757; 
crushing of, in Russia, 779; in 
Germany, 808 

Denmark, seeks territory in Germany, 
60; war of, with Sweden, 78; al¬ 
liance of, with Russia, 133; position 
of, 156; in coalition against Sweden, 
157; relations of with Dutch, 216-7; 
reform in, 266; relation of, to Con¬ 
tinental System, 355, 361; losses 
of, at Vienna Settlement, 384; 
quarrel of, with Prussia, 486-8; 
recent progress in, 544; gain of, 
after Great War, 707 
Deutsche Bank, 625 
Diderot, Denis, 257, 265 
Diets, 31, 110, 120, 237, 480 
Directory, government of, 339-41; 
society under, 340-1; relations of 
with Bonaparte, 342-4; foreign 
policy of, 343; commercial policy 
of, m 


Disraeli, Benjamin, rise and charac¬ 
ter of, 530-1; founds “New Tory¬ 
ism/’ 547; dodges Irish question, 
563; as an imperialist, 592, 612 
Dissenters, 184-5, 187 
Dissidents, 160, 163 
Divine right of kings, in France, 87; 
in Russia, 131; in England, 177; 
as basis of royal power, 237 
Dmitri, 131 
Dnieper River, 126 
Dodecanese (or Sporades), 628, 692, 
703 

Domestic or “putting-out” system, 
210, 243, 250, 414, 419, 420-2, 434 
Don River, 138 

Donation of Constantine, see Con¬ 
stantine, Donation of 
Dostoievsky, F., 762 
Dresden, Battle of, 369 
Dreyfus, Captain, 540 * 

Dual Alliance, 580, 604 
Dual Monarchy, establishment of, 
500; see also Austria 
Dumouriez, General, 306,313,323,329 
Dunajec, Battle of the, 666 
Dupleix, Joseph, 225, 227 
Duquesne de Menneville, Marquis, 
225 

Dutch, in revolt, 57-8, 72, 78; resist 
Louis XIV, 98; get barrier, 100; 
aid of, to Brandenburg-Prussia, 
109; as traders, 156, 201, 216, 225; 
character of, 213, 217, 219; chal¬ 
lenged by England, 218 
Dzerzhinsky, Felix, 779 

Eastern Question, rise of, 161; as 
stake of international rivalries, 167; 
renewed importance of, 607; * as 
harbinger of general war, 621; Bis¬ 
marck’s opinion of, 622; after the 
Great War, 701; solution (?) of, 
705; see also Near East- 
Eastern Roumelia, 621 
Easter Rebellion, 566 
East India Company (Dutch), 203, 
216, 219 

East India Company (English), 203, 
226, 592, 600 

East India Company (French) 203, 
222-3,226-7 

East Indies (or Spice Islands), 201, 

219, 222 
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East Prussia, 108-9, 116, 665 
Ebert, Friedrich, 798, 803, 810 
Ebro River, 79, 363 
Ecclesiastical Reservation, 59, n. 
Economists (or Physiocrats), 257-8 
Edinburgh, 194 

Edward I, king of England, 51, 172 
Edward III, king of England, 173 
Edward VI, king of England, 21 
Edward VII, king of England, 615 
Egypt, as gateway to East, 30, 45, 
677; early French interest in, 167, 
230-1, 343, 357, 608; British rela¬ 
tions with, 591, 597, 608-9, 733, 
735 

Elba, 371 
Elbe River, 109 
Electricity, 512-3 
Elizabeth, czarina of Russia, 115 
Elizabeth, queen of England, refor¬ 
mation under, 21,176; and Catholic 
Reaction, 57, 175, 195; penalizes 
Catholics, 177; as a mercantilist, 
207 

Emigres, beginning of, 286; influence 
of, 296; measures against, 318, 325; 
return of, 346, 371 
Ems, 496 
Enabling Act, 817 
Encyclopedists, 257 
Engels, Friedrich, 443, 447 
England, reformation in, 20-2; wage 
regulation in, 33, 423, 433; as a 
modem state, 42-3, 170; as a na¬ 
tional state, 50-4; allies with 
France, 82; struggle of, with Louis 
XIV, 98-100; aids Frederick II, 
115; treats with Moscow, 138; 
constitutional development of, 171— 
93; progress of, in 18th century, 
193-4; acquires Scotland, 194-5; 
exploits Ireland, 195-6; mercantil¬ 
ism in, 205, n. 2, 206-8; commercial 
growth of, 209; capitalism in, 210-1; 
social changes in, 212-3, 249; rela¬ 
tions of, with Dutch, 214, 218-9; 
colonial policy of, 224; rationalism 
In, 257; commercial treaty of, with 
France, 279; threatened with inva¬ 
sion, 343; post-Napoleonic con¬ 
ditions in, 393-5, 432; as home of 
Industrial Revolution, 413-4, 416; 
tradb-unionism in, 428,433-4,547-8; 
proletarian agitation in, 435-7; 


socialism in, 437, 547; as a social 
state, 448-50; depression in, 516; 
public opinion in, 526-7, 535; polit¬ 
ical reform in, 528-32; agriculture 
in, 547; gets Suez shares, 592; post¬ 
war economic conditions in, 739- 
40; see also Great Britain 
English, traits of, 171, 177, 393, 535, 
567; as colonists, 223-5 
Enlightenment, meaning of, 254; 
spread of, 257, 265; triumph of, 
378; see aWj Rationalism 
Entente Cordiale, formation of, 615, 
618; testing of, 616-7; approximates 
an alliance, 637 

Eauality, social, sought by French 
bourgeoisie, 251, 280; attitude of 
Voltaire toward, 259; attitude of 
Rousseau toward, 263-4; legal, in 
France achieved, 293; practical 
interpretation of, 334, 346; as re¬ 
sult of French Revolution, 377-9, 
396, n.; problem of, in 19th cen¬ 
tury, 555; among Russian peasants, 
770 

Erasmus, Desiderius, 12-13 
Eritrea, 595, 597 

Estates general, complexion and r<51e 
of, 39; weakness of, 39-40, 92; 
called by Marie de' Medici, 74; 
exalted by writers, 256; agitation 
for, 269-70; called by Louis XVI, 
271; significance of the calling of, 
277; opening of, 280-1; becomes 
“National Assembly,'' 282 
Erzberger, Mathias, 811, n. 

Esthonia, 105, 145, 156, 796; see also 
Baltic states 
Euphrates River, 606 
Europe, as a continent, 2-3 
Extraterritoriality, 600, 606 

Factory Acts, 449-50 
Falkenhayn, General von, 671 
Family Compact, 101, 317 
Faraday, Michael, 512 
Far East, produce of, 30-1; Napo¬ 
leon's interest in, 357; as scene of 
world politics, 599 
Farther Pomerania, 106 
Fascism, 754-60 
Fashoda, 610, 614 

Feminism, meaning of, 747; see also 
Woman 
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F&ielon, Abb6, 250 
Ferdinand II, emperor, 60, 119 
Ferdinand, king of Bulgaria, 623, 
652,701 

Ferdinand the Catholic, king of 
Spain, 42, 54 

Ferdinand VII, king of Spain, 362, 
384, 545 

Ferdinand I, king of the Two Sicilies, 
466-7 

Ferry, Jules, educational reforms of, 
539-40; as an imperialist, 589, 594, 
609 

Feudalism (or feudal system), towns 
and, 31, 39; general features of, 
34-6; in alliance with religious 
hatred, 46; last stand of, against 
French monarchy, 81; in Russia, 
134; survivals of, 237, 240, 244, 
248; ended, 289, 325, 379, 408 
Feudal state, France as, 34-6; Prussia 
as, 108; Austria as, 119; England 
as, 172 

Feuillants, 304-5 
Fez, 627 

Fichte, J. G., 365 

Finland, under Sweden, 156; acquired 
by Russia, 359, 383; oppression of, 
by Russia, 566, 771; and League of 
Nations, 718; under German con¬ 
trol, 792; liberated, 796; see also 
Baltic states 

Finns, 128, 132, 566, 771, 776 
First Coalition, 320, 333-4, 342 
First Reform Bill, 393-4, 435-6, 532 
First Republic, established, 309 
Fisher, Sir John, 582 
Fiume, 692-3, 703, 706, 709 
Five-Year Plan, 787-8, 790 
“ Flapper Bill,” 531 
Fleurus, Battle of, 332 
Fleury, Cardinal, 101 
Florence, 28, 30, 478 
Foch, Marshal, in Great War, 663, 
672; drafts armistice, 673; proposes 
Rhine frontier, 687 
Forster Education Bill, 531 
Fortescue, Sir John, 174 
Fourier, Charles, 438 
Fourteen Points, tactical value of, 
670; cited by Germany, 673, 694; 
substance of, 678-9; modification 
of, 679-80; evasion of, 698 
Fox, Charles, 193, 392, n. 2 


Fox, Henry, 191, 226 
France, reformation in, 22; as model 
of modern state, 37-45; as national 
state, 56-2, 54; racked by religious 
wars, 54, 57; development of, under 
Bourbons, 66-90, 214; as a colonial 
power, 71, 223-5; position of, under 
Louis XIV, 97-100; headed for 
disaster under Louis XV, 101-2; 
in War of the Austrian Succession, 
101, 115; in Seven Years’ War, 101, 
715; intervention of, in Near East, 
163; capitalism in, 209-11; early 
colonial struggle of, with Great 
Britain, 220-8; as a paternalism, 
224, 239, n.; and War of American 
Independence, 230-1; interest of, 
in Egypt, 231, 608; condition of, 
under Old R6gime, 239-40, 245-51; 
regeneration of, 276-98; com¬ 
mercial treaty of, with England, 
279; clash of, with Europe, 306; 
relations of, with Europe before 
Revolutionary Wars, 316-8; breach 
of, with Great Britain, 320; plight 
of, 321; military recovery of, 333-4; 
return of, to constitutional govern¬ 
ment, 339; makes Peace of Tilsit, 
358-9; effects of Revolution in, 
377-8; position of, after Napoleonic 
struggle, 381, 383, 386; relations of, 
with Concert of Europe, 396-1; 
intervention of, in Greek Revolu¬ 
tion, 398; under Restored Bour¬ 
bons, 401; designs of, on Belgium, 
402; industrial handicaps of, 414, 
430; trend of, toward laissez-faire, 
424-6; Industrial Revolution in, 
429-30; repudiates socialism, 442; 
in Crimean War, 459-60; supports 
Principalities, 461-4; • attitude of, 
toward Italian unity, 476-5, 477, 
489, 497; acquires Savoy, 475; 
relation of, to German unity, 493; 
in Franco-Prussian War, 497-8; 
relation of, to rationalization, 518, 
524-5; public opinion in, 527; 
progress of democracy in, 535-40; 
social reform in, 552-3; opposes 
birth control, 556, 726; adopts 
protective tariff, 560; isolated, 573, 
579-80; allies with Russia, 980: 
army of, 581; attitude of, toward 
peace movement, 583$ renewed 
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interest of, in imperialism, 586, 
589; as a colonial power, 594-5, 
597; in Far East, 601-2; feud of, 
with Great Britain, 609-11; en¬ 
tente of, with Great Britain, 615; 
in Morocco question, 616-7, 627-8; 
and Bagdad Railroad, 626-7; in¬ 
volved with Russia in Near East, 
629, 638; draws closer to Great 
Britain, 637; increases army, 638; 
enters Great War, 648-9; in Great 
War, 659-64, 667-73; prepares for 
peace, 680; at Congress of Paris, 
683, 689; and question of security, 
687-8; in reparations question, 
689-90, 826-9; blocks anion of 
Austria and Germany, 699, 705; 
in Near East controversy, 701-4; 
in Silesian controversy, 707; and 
mandate system, 712- t; and 
League of Nations, 717, 837-9; 
losses of, in Great War, 725-6; 
gains of, in Great War, 733; Fem¬ 
inism in, 748; comes to aid of 
Poland, 794; relations of, with 
Soviet Russia, 795, 841, 846; post¬ 
war economic conditions in, 826; 
defaults in debt payment, 833; proj¬ 
ect of, for Danubian union, 833; 
hegemony of, 836-8; attitude of, 
toward armaments, 842, 844, 846; 
see also French Revolution; Na¬ 
poleon 

Tranche Comt4, 77, 97-8 
Francis Ferdinand, Archduke, 635, 
644-5 

Francis I, king of France, 8, 22, 54 
Francis II, emperor, 306, 308 
Francis Joseph, emperor of Austria, 
407, 500-1, 646, 669 
Franco-Prussian War, effects of, 426, 
446; causes of, 493; course of, 497-8 
Frankfort, 30 

Frankfort Parliament, 407, 481-2 
Frankfort, Treaty of, 498 
Frederick II, emperor, 8, 203 
Frederick I, king of Prussia, 111, 162 
Frederick of Hohenzollern, 104 
Frederick the Great, king of Prussia, 
as a youth, 113-4; struggles of, 
with Austria, 115-6; statesmanship 
of, 116-8; frustrates Joseph II, 
121; cynicism of, 236; territorial 
objectives of, 237; in First Parti¬ 


tion of Poland, 162, 164-5; in¬ 
trigues, against Catherine, 166; bon 
mot of, on Holland, 219 
Frederick William, the “Great Elec¬ 
tor, M 106-11,254 

Frederick William I, king of Prussia, 
111-3 

Frederick William II, king of Prus¬ 
sia, 304, 308 

Frederick William III, king of Prus¬ 
sia, 355, 365, 368, 382 
Frederick William IV, king of Prus¬ 
sia, 482-3 

French, as investors, 209; as colonists, 
224-5; traits of, 524, 536, 541, 567, 
595 

Fiench Congo, 594-5 
French Guiana, 228 
French Indo-China, 594, 601 
French Revolution, origins of, 250-2; 
outbreak of, 282; as a social up¬ 
heaval, 289, 330; strengthening of, 
295-313; lower clergy alienated 
from, 298; climax of, 298-313; 
preliminary relations of, with Eu¬ 
rope, 316-7; as a militant force, 
317-9; critical period of, 320-34; 
Napoleon’s relations to, 344, 346, 
351; results of, 337; 364, 377-80; 
influence of, 397-8, 437, 456, 527, 
558-9; effect of, on woman, 746 
Friedland, Battle of, 352-3 
Fronde, 81 

Frontenac, Count of, 225 
Fuggers, 209 

Galicia, acquired by Austria, 165, 
384; in Great War, 665-6, 668; 
acquired by Poland, 706 
Galileo, G., 11 
Gallican Church, 52 
Gambetta, Leon, in Franco-Prussian 
War, 498; character and work of, 
537, 539-40; and Egypt, 608 
Garibaldi, General, 476-8 
Gastein, Convention of, 488 
Geneva, 21 

Geneva Protocol, 839-40 
Genghis Khan, 128 
Genoa, 30, 230, 337, 384 
George I, king of England, 190, 
192 

George II, king of England, 190 
George III, king of England, 191-2 
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George William, elector of Branden¬ 
burg, 106 
Georgia, 168 

German East Africa, 598, 713 
German Empire, founded, 498; see also 
Germany 

Germanic Confederation, 386, 479, 
482, 486-7, 490 

German Revolution, 797-8, 800 
Germans (in Austria), 744 
German Southwest Africa, 598, 713 
Germans, traits of, 567, 799, 802, 
807-8 

Germany, as scene of reformation, 16, 
20, 55; feudalism in, 26, 31; no 
royal domain in, 37; towns in, 44; 
as scene of religious war, 59-60, 
78-9; question of unifying, 61; 
status of princes in, 61, 241; con¬ 
tributes to Enlightenment, 257; 
reorganization of, by Napoleon, 
355-6; summoned to arms against 
Napoleon, 365; liberation of, 370; 
reorganization of, at Vienna, 385; 
Austrian hegemony in, 389; fer¬ 
ment in, 402, 407; Industrial 
Revolution in, 430-1; socialism in, 
448; re-making of, 479-99; enmity 
of, toward France, 481; unified, 
498; as a social state, 545-6, 549, 
551; agriculture in, 546; against 
birth control, 556; adopts pro¬ 
tective tariff, 560; as enemy of 
nationalism, 567; as a semi-autoc¬ 
racy, 575; as a paternalism, 576-9; 
hegemony of, 579-81; military 
power of, 581, 638, 659-60; naval 
policy of, 582-3, 615; attitude of, 
toward peace movement, 583-4; 
motives of, for imperialism, 588-9, 
611; as a colonial power, 595, 598; 
in China, 601-2; in Near East, 607, 
623, 625-6, 632; intervention of, 
in South Africa, 613; turns down 
British overtures, 614; in question 
of Morocco, 616-8, 627-8; im¬ 
perialism of, blocked, 619-20; 
involved with Austria in Balkans, 
636; in Sarajevo crisis, 645-8; 
precipitates general war, 647-8; 
in Great War, 650-1, 655-6, 662- 
73, 792; collapse of, 672-3, 799- 
800; in peace proposals, 673, 679, 
797-8; in reparations question, 


689-90, 696-8, 728, 826-9, 881-3; 
effects of war on, 698, 705, 726-6, 
728-30; question of, entering 
League of Nations, 716; labor 
conditions in, 742; aids Lenin, 776; 
seeks to exploit Russia, 778-9; 
recognizes Soviet government, 795; 
war-weariness of, 796; in revolu¬ 
tion, 797-8; under Weimar re¬ 
public, 804-5, 810-1; under Nazi 
regime, 817-22; eased of Treaty 
or Versailles, 833; covets* Austria, 
834; work of, for security, 840; 
relations of, with League of Na¬ 
tions, 841, 845-6; as menace to 
peace, 820-21, 844-6; isolation of, 
845, 847; capitalism in, 853 
Ghandi, Mahatma, 735, n. 2 
Gibbs, Sir Philip, 729 
Gibraltar, 100 

Gilds, character and purpose of, 26, 
32, 206, 242-3, 420-1; decadence 
of, 207, 243, 249-50, 414; passing 
of, 207, 293, 378, 430; attacked by 
Turgot, 266 

Giolitti, Giuseppe, 653, 755 
Girondins, character of, 305; as war 
party, 306, 317, 324; breach of, 
with King, 307; contrasted with 
Jacobins, 310; attitude of, toward 
King’s trial, 311; fall and destruc¬ 
tion of, 311-3,329 

Gladstone, W. E., rise and character 
of, 529-31; and trade-unionism, 
547; and Irish question, 563-4; as 
an imperialist, 608-9 
Gobelins, house of, 86 
Godoy, Prince, 362-3 
Goethe, J. W. von, 260 
Golden Horde, 128 
Good Hope, Cape of, 45, 214, 384, 
599 

Goodyear, Charles, 513 
Gorchakov, Prince, 497 
Gordon, “Chinese,” 609 
Grace, Peace of, 76, 78 
Grand Alliance, 99 
Great Britain, creation of, 100, 195; 
gains of, in War of Spanish Suc¬ 
cession, 100; aids Maria Theresa, 
115; in Triple Alliance of 1788-91, 
167; begins feud with Russia, 167; 
treaty of, with Portugal, 206; early 
colonial struggle of, with France, 
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222*8; struggle of, with American 
colonies, 228-31; breach of, with 
Revolutionary France, 320; in 
coalitions against Napoleon, 320, 
342, 343, 352, 354-5, 357, 359, 368; 
and Continental System, 357, 360- 
2; at Congress of Vienna, 381-5; 
and Concert of Europe, 386, 390-2, 
896; beginning of reform in, 392-6; 
reform method of, 396; interven¬ 
tion of, in Greek Revolution, 398; 
and the July Monarchy, 405; 
adopts free trade, 424-5, 458, 560; 
depression in, 429; treaty of, with 
Napoleon III, 458; in Crimean 
War, 459-60; attitude of, toward 
Rouman question, 461-3; attitude 
of, toward Italian ouesticn, 473-4, 
476; and Schleswig-Holstein con¬ 
troversy, 488-9; estrange d from 
Napoleon III, 487, '497; political 
reform in, 529-32; social reform in, 
547-51; holds aloof from Continent, 
573; naval policy of, 582-3; at¬ 
titude of, toward peace movement, 
583-4; attitudes of, toward im¬ 
perialism, 586, 589; as a colonial 
power, 591-4, 597; in China, 600, 
602; allies with Japan, 603; in 
Persia, 606, 618-20; intervenes in 
Egypt, 608; quarrels of, with 
France, 609-10; seeks Continental 
alignment, 614; entente of, with 
France, 615; and Bagdad Railroad, 
626; in Agadir Crisis, 628; draws 
closer to France, 637-8; enters 
Great War, 649-50; restrains 
Japan, 650; in Great War, 655-6, 
662-4, 666-73; retards peace, 680; 
at Congress of Paris, 683, 689; in 
proposed pact of defense, 688; in 
reparations question, 689, 828-9; 
backs Arabs, 701; in Near East 
controversy, 701-4; in Silesian 
controversy, 707; and mandate 
system, 711, 713-4; and League of 
Nations, 717,838-9; effects of Great 
War on, 733-4, 738; attempts 
protectorate over Persia, 734; 
settlement of, with Ireland, 736-7; 
labor problem in, 738-40; relations 
of, with Soviet Russia, 795; un¬ 
favorable to Danubian union, 834; 
Post-War depression in, 834-5; re¬ 


covery of, 835-6; works for durable 
peace, 840-1; attitude of, toward 
armaments, 842, 846; see also Eng¬ 
land 

Great Fear, 279, 289 
Great Mutiny, 592 
Great Rebellion, 180 
Great Russians, 132, 157 
Great War, outbreak of, 647; widen¬ 
ing of, 648-57; general character 
of, 657-9; course of, 661-3; results 
of, 676, 725-46, 749-50; as a 
revolution, 724-5; lesson of, 715 
Greece, kingdom of, established, 398; 
relations of, with Germany, 623; 
in Balkan Wars, 630-1; in Great 
War, 652 3, 667; gains of, in Great 
vVar, 701, 704; war of, with Ttffkey, 
704; gains by migrations, 710; 
quarrel of, with Italy, 719; resorts 
to dictatorship, 719 
Greek Revolution, 398 
Greeks, 391, 397-8, 710 
Gregory VII, pope, 49 
Grey, Sir Edward, threatens France, 
610; as foreign secretary, 617-8; 
makes Anglo-Russian Convention, 
618; balks design on Straits, 629; 
tightens bond with France, 637; 
in Sarajevo Crisis, 646, 649; as an 
internationalist, 716 
Grotius, Hugo, 61, 201, 217 
Guadaloupe, 221 
Guienne, 32 
Gulf Stream, 3 

Gustavus Adolphus, king of Sweden, 
78-9,156 

Gustavus Vasa, king of Sweden, 
156 

Habeas Corpus, Act of, 185, 194 
Hague Conferences, 583-4, 721 
Haldane, Lord, 637 
Halland, 156-7 
Hamburg, 360, 575, 578 
Hanover, 237, 355, 490-1 
Hanseatic League, 31, 44, n. 2, 214 
Hart, Sir Robert, 605 
Harvey, William, 10 
Hegel, G. W. F., 443 
Heligoland, 384, 697 
Henry I, king of England, 172 
Henry III, king of England, 43 
Henry VI, king of England, 173 
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Henry VII, king of England, 195 
Henry VIII, king of England, 20-1 
Henry II, king of France, 95 
Henry IV, king of France, wins 
throne, 57-8; character of, 68-9; 
work of, 69-72, 91-2, 95 
Henry, prince of Prussia, 164 
Herzegovina, 622, 624 
Hesse, 490-1 
Himalayas, 592 

Hindenburg, Marshal von, in Great 
War, 665-6, 671; as president, 807, 
810, 815-7 
Hindus, 593 

Hitler, Adolf, character and rise of, 
812-6; accession of, to power, 817; 
foreign policy of, 822, 844-6 
Hohenberg, Countess of, 644 
Hohenlinden, Battle of, 352 
Hohenzollems, 104, 118, 479, 481-2 
Holbach, Baron, 260 
Holland, war of, with Louis XIV, 
97-8, 184; in Grand Alliance, 99; 
in Triple Alliance of 1788-91, 167; 
attacks Spanish colonial power, 
201; mercantilist policy of, 207-8; 
golden age of, 212, 216-7; liberal¬ 
ity of, 217; weakness and decline 
of, 217-9; conquered by French, 
$34; relations of, with Belgium, 
385-6, 402; suffrage in, 544; as 
Kaiser’s sanctuary, 697; see also 
Dutch 

Holstein, 486-91 
Holstein, Baron von, 612 
Holy Alliance, 387-8 
Holy Roman Empire, founded, 49; 
as exponent of imperial idea, 49-50; 
hollowness of, 58, 61, 103; Austria’s 
relations with, 118; ended, 356 
Hoover, Herbert, 831 
Hostages, Law of, 343 
House, E. M., 655, 678, 694, 716 
Hudson Bay, 226 
Hudson River, 214 
Huguenots, in Wars of Religion, 57; 
menaoe of, to State, 70; persecuted, 
89; as emigrants, 109, 202, 207, 
224; see also Nantes, Edict of 
Humanism (or humanists), 9, 252 
Hundred Days, 371-3, 381 
Hundred Years’ Wat, 40, 173 
Hungarian Legion, 476 
Hungary, reformation In, 22; re¬ 


covered from Turkey, 118, 161; 
status of, 119; under Joseph II and 
Leopold II, 122; agitation in, 403; 
in revolution, 406-8; free trade of, 
with Austria, 426; and Italian 
Revolution, 476, 499-500; libera¬ 
tion and importance of, 501; and 
Slav problem, 635; importance of 
Fiume to, 693; effect of war upon, 
700, 730-1; in proposed Danube 
union, 833 

Hmst-Miller Plan, 716 
Huskisson, James, 424-5 
Huss, John, 16-7, 19 
Hutton, James, 509 

Iberian Peninsula, 42, 545 
Imperialism, motives of, in first era 
of world politics, 201-3; results of, 
209-13; character and advance of 
British, 224-5, 228; character of 
French, 224-5; meaning of, 559; 
revival of, 586; motives of, in 
second epoch, 587-9; appraisal of, 
589-90; provocative of clashes, 
601, 603, 604, 607; breaks into 
China, 601; financial, in China, 
604-5; advance of British, in 
Africa, 613; Morocco as case of, 
616; hypocrisy of, 618; in Near 
East, 632; new note in, 715; status 
of, after Great War, 734; see also 
Napoleon 

Independents, 176, 181 
Independent Labor Party, see Labor 
Party 

Independent Socialists, 800-2, 804 
India, in period of explorations, 
32, n. 1, 45-6; condition of, 221-3; 
struggle over, 226-8; Napoleon’s 
interest in, 354, 357; as a British 
colony, 586, 591-3; value of, 593; 
menaced by Russia, 596; question 
of safeguarding, 618; receives con¬ 
cessions, 733, 735 
Indians, 225 

Individualism (or the individual), 
emergence of, 4-24; in England, 
171, 535; in Enlightenment, 253, 
264; Napoleon and, 374; as result 
of French Revolution, 380, 432; 
economic, 427; in business, 516; 
in the “Machine Age,” 523; in 
France, 524,535,542; under dexaoe- 
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racy, 528; outlook of, 554; sub¬ 
servience of, to nationalism, 568; in 
Germany, 576; among peasantry, 
737; in Italy, 757, 759; in Russia, 
790; historic restraints upon, 848 
Indulgences, affair of the, 17-8 
Indulgents, 331-2 

Industrial Revolution, produces po¬ 
litical upheavals, 403, 406; meaning 
and origins of, 411-6; course of, 
416-8; results of, 418-21, 437, 515, 
525, 586; in France, 429-30; in 
Germany, 430-1; in Sardinia, 468; 
in Prussia, 483; as cause of imperi¬ 
alism, 586-7; effect of, on woman, 
746; in Russia, 766 
Inflation, see Money 
Ingria, 156 

Innocent III, pope, 50 
Insurance, in the Middle Age. 29 
Insurance, social, in Germany, 546, 
806; in England, 551-2; in France, 
552; in Italy, 553; as sequel of 
Great War, 740-1; in Russia, 790; 
see also Social state 
Inter-Allied Debts, 828, 831-3 
International Bureau of Labor, 740 
International, First, 447 
International, Second, 447, n. 1, 
776 

International, Third, 794 
Internationalism, after the Napole¬ 
onic struggle, 385, 387-8, 390; fail¬ 
ure of, 597, 621; after the Great 
War, 688, 716; flouting of, in United 
States, 721-2; present status of, 
842, 857; see also Concert of 
Europe; League of Nations 
International Steel Cartel, 518 
Iraq, 713-4 

Ireland, subdued by William III, 188; 
English exploitation of, 195; union 
of England with, 196; danger of 
civil war in, 393; economic con¬ 
ditions in, 563-4; nationalism in, 
5654J; exempted from conscrip¬ 
tion, 669; represented in Washing¬ 
ton, 733; liberation of, 736 
Irish Free State, 736 
Irredentism, 569, 632-3, 652, 733-4 
Isabella, queen of Castile, 42 
Ismail, 608 

Italian Revolution, 475-8 
Italians, traits of, 754,759 


Italian War of Independence, 473-4, 
499 

Italy, Renaissance in, 9-10; decadence 
of, 12, 465; business in, 27, 29; 
feudalism in, 36; Napoleon's rela¬ 
tions with, 342, 356, 370, 380, 426; 
in post-Napoleonic period, 389, 
402-3, 407-8; re-making of, 465- 
79; kingdom of, established, 478; 
alliance of, with Prussia, 489; ac¬ 
quires Venetia, 491-2; alienated 
from France, 497; acquires Rome, 
498; question of, as a moral unit, 
542; under parliamentary regime, 
543—4; social reform in, 553-4; rural 
conditions in, 554; opposed birth 
uxntiol, 55f; in Triple Alliance, 580; 
motives of, for imperialism, 588-9; 
as a colonial power, 595, 597, 610; 
leans toward Triple Entente, 616, 
620; war of, with Turkey, 628; 
holds back Austria, 636; enters 
Great War, 650-1; in Great War, 
667-9, 670, 672; in Fourteen 
Points, 678; at Congress of Paris, 
683; in Adriatic controversy, 692-4, 
709; question of security for, 688- 
93, 706; secret treaty with, 691-2; 
opposes Danubian Zollverein, 699, 
833; and Near East settlement, 
701-5; completes unity, 705; and 
League of Nations, 717, 719; effect 
of war on, 733, 754-5, 853; re¬ 
juvenation of, 757-8; under Fascist 
Regime, 757-60; recognizes Soviet 
government, 795; capitalism in, 853 
Ivan the Great, 130-3, 135-6 
Ivan the Terrible, 137-9 
Izvolski, A., 624-5 

Jacobin Club, 286, 291, 300-1, 307 
Jacobins, character of, 300, 329; in 
Legislative Assembly, 305; con¬ 
trasted with Girondins, 310; and 
King’s trial, 311; triumph over 
Girondins, 313; turn to Robes¬ 
pierre, 326; last stand of, 338 
Jacobites, 188 
Jagello dynasty, 159 
Jamaica, 221 

James I, king of England, accession and 
character of, 175-9, 214; struggle 
of, with parliament, 176-9; foreign 
policy of, 177, 208,214 
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James II, king of England, as a 
European factor, 99, 180; charac¬ 
ter reign, and fall of, 185-6; abor¬ 
tive effort of, to regain throne, 
188 

Jameson raid, 613-4 
Japan, reached by Dutch, 214; regen¬ 
eration of, 699; expansion of, in 
Asia and clash with Russia, 601, 
603-4; supremacy of, in Far East, 
604; in the Great War, 650; secret 
treaty with, 650, n., 691; at Con¬ 
gress of Paris, 683, 689, 693-4; and 
mandates, 713; flouts League of 
Nations, 717, 719, 843; invades 
Manchuria, 843 
Jassy, Treaty of, 167 
Java, 214 

Jena, Battle of, 352, 362 
Jenner, Edward, 511 
Jerome (Bonaparte), king of West¬ 
phalia, 358, 365 
Jesus, Society of, 56, 60 
Jews, 28-9, 711, 765, 818-21 
Joffre, Marshal, 662-3 
John, king of England, 43, 172 
John (Sobieski), king of Poland, 161 
Joseph II, emperor, character and 
work of, 120-2; foreign policy of, 
121-2, 165-7; as a benevolent 
despot, 121-2, 266 
Joseph (Bonaparte), king of Spain, 
357,363-4 

Josephine (de Beauhamais), empress, 
341, 365 

Jugoslavia, controversy of, with Italy, 
692-3, 709; gains of, from Great 
War, 701, 707; and nationalist 
minorities question, 710; restrained 
by League of Nations, 718; in pro¬ 
posed Danubian union, 833; in 
Little Entente, 838 
Jugoslavs, 633 
Jtilich, 72,104 

July Monarchy, 403-5, 439-40, 536 
July Riots, 284-5 

Junkers, origin and importance of, 
109-10, 241; rule of, 482; economic 
position of, 483, 811; protected by 
Bismarck, 547, 560; labeled by 
Bismarck, 585; after the Great 
War, 743, 802, 807, 810, 815-6, 
820; see also Nationalists 
" Just price/* U, 29 


Kara George, 399 
Karelia, 156 
Karolyi, Count, 700 
Kaunitz, Count, 119, 165 
Kazan, 131, 138 
Kellogg Pact, 842 
Kemal, Mustapha, 703-5 
Kenya, 593 

Kerensky, Alexander, 774, 777-8 
Khartum, 009 
Kiachow, 602,650 
Kiel, 487 

Kiel Canal, 696, 800 
Kiev, grandduchy of, 126-7, 181 
Kiev, town of, 126, 128 
Kitchener, General, 610 
Kluck, General von, 663 
Knights of St. John, 354 
Knights Templars, 28 
Koniggr&tz (or Sadowa), Battle of, 
490, 492, 495, 500 
Korea, 603-4 
Kossuth, Louis, 406, 499 
Kowloon, 602 
Kronstadt, 784 
Kruger, 8. J. P., 612-4 
Krupp, Alfred, 483 
Krupps, 829 

Kulaks , 764, 770, 787, 789 
Kulikova, Battle of, 131 
Kun, Bela, 700 
Kurdistan, 704 
Kurds, 703 

Kutchuk Kainardji, Treaty of, 166 
Kwangchow, 602 

Labor Exchange Bill, 551 
I^abor Party, rise and organization of, 
533-4, 548-9; influence of, 550; 
enhanced importance of, 741; plat¬ 
form of, 743; attitude of, toward 
Russia, 794; and reparations, 834 
Ladoga, Lake, 3 

Lafayette, Marquis of, in ^American 
Revolution, 231; at assembly of 
notables, 269; heads national guard, 
286; at Versailles, 287; character of, 
291, 307; relations of, with King, 
301, 307; in Massacre of Champs 
de Mars, 304; capture of, 307; un¬ 
der July Monarchy, 402 
La Fontaine, Jean, 86 
LagerlOf, Selma, 747 
Laibach, Congress of, 391 
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Laissez-faire, emergence of, 258, 423; 
meaning and aspects of, 423-4; 
workers under, 427-8; power of, 
438; decline of, 448-9; persistence 
of, 555 

Lamarck, J. B. P. A. de, 510 
Lamartine, A. M., 404, 441 
Lansdowne, Lord, 615, 617-8, 626 
Lansing, Robert, 684 
Laplace, P. S., 509 
La Rochelle, 76 
Lasalle, Sieur de, 225 
Last Coalition, 368-71 
Latvia, 796; see also Baltic states 
Lausanne Conference, 832-3 
Lausanne, Treaty of, 704 
La Vend6e, 324, 329, 372 
Law of Hostages, see Hostages, Law 
of 

Law of Nationalities, 633 
Law of Suspects, see Suspects, Law 
of 

Law of the 22nd Prairial, see Prairial, 
Law of the 22nd 
League, Catholic, 79 
League of Nations, in Fourteen 
Points, 679; inception of, 686; in 
Saar question, 688; cost of, 689, 
694; in Straits question, 704; solves 
Silesian controversy, 707; in case 
of Danzig, 708; fails in Vilna case, 
709; transfer nationalities, 710; 
in nationalist minorities question, 
712-4; origins and character of, 
715-9; and labor bureau, 740; 
Russia admitted to, 795; inade¬ 
quacy of, 836, 841; attitude of 
France toward, 837-9,842; relations 
of Germany with, 841,845-6; impo¬ 
tence of, 843 
League of the Rhine, 82 
League to Enforoe Peaoe, 716 
Lebanon, 458 
Leewards, 221 
Lef&vre, Peter, 13 
Legion of Honor, 346 
Legislative Assembly, 304-9, 317 
Leipzig, Battle of, 369 
Lenglen, Suzanne, 747 
Lenin, Nicholas (“Czar Nicho¬ 
las III”), rise of, 767, 776; char¬ 
acter and principles of, 776-7; tries 
to capture Revolution, 777-8; 
triumph of, 778-9; organizes reign 
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of terror, 780; feels his way, 780; 
inaugurates communism, 783-4, 
786; resorts to “Nep,” 784-5; 
death of, 785; tomb of, 789; prin¬ 
ciple of, modified, 795 
Leo X, pope, 15 
Leopold I, emperor, 157 
Leopold II, emperor, 122, 167, 304, 
316 

Leopold II, king of the Belgians, 597, 
610, 711 

Leopold, prince of Sigmaringen, 490 
Lesseps, Ferdinand de, 458 
Lexington, 230 
Liaolung Peninsula, 601-4 
Liberals (Liberal Party in England), 
complexion >f, 529; and in political 
reform, 530-2; organization of, 534; 
and social reform, 547, 549-51; and 
Irish question, 564-5; want naval 
holiday, 583 
Liberal Unionists, 564 
Liberation, War of, 367-70, 478 
Liberia, 597, 653, 683 
Liberum veto, 159, 163 
“Lib-Lab Alliance/’ 550 
Libya, 595 
Lidge, 662 
Life Consulate, 345 
Lionne, Hugues de, 83 
Lisbon, 201 
Lister, Lord, 511 

Lithuania, 130, 133, 159, 709; see also 
Baltic states 

Lithuanians, 124, 165, 796 
Little Entente, 838, 842 
Little Russians, 132, 141, 165 
Livingstone, David, 596 
Livonia, 105, 145, 156 
Lloyd George, David, as a politician, 
530, 533; and social reform, 550; in 
Agadir Crisis, 628; gives peace 
aims, 671, 678; chauvinism of, 681; 
at Congress of Paris, 684-5; in 
Saar controversy, 687-8; and repa¬ 
rations, 690; bluffed by Germans, 
695; and Eastern Question, 702-4; 
and Polish question, 708; in 
Adriatic controversy, 709; in man¬ 
dates discussion, 711-2; solves 
Irish question, 736; and Soviet 
Russia, 792, 795 

Locarno, Pacts or Treaties of, 806, 
831, 840-1 
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Locke, John, 252, 255 
Lodge, Henry Cabot, 721 
Loire River, 71 
Lombards, 28 

Lombardy, 384, 389, 407-8, 472; see 
also Milanese 

London, 180, 219, 526, n., 734 
London, Protocol of, 486-8 
London, Treaty or Pact of, 692-3 
Long Parliament, 180 
Lorraine, in Richelieu's problem, 77-9; 
acquired by France, 498; part of, 
ceded to Germany, 498; mineral 
value of, 576-7 
Louis IX, king of France, 44 
Louis XI, king of France, 45 
Louis XIII, king of France, 74-5, 80 
Louis XIV, king of France, accession 
of, 82; character and position of, 
82-7; limitations of, 89; political 
methods of, 92-3, 96, foreign rela¬ 
tions of, 97-100, 110, 184, 236; 
death of, 100; as an imperialist, 
223-4; marriage of, 236; relation 
of, to Enlightenment, 254-6 
Louis XV, king of France, accession 
and minority of, 100; character and 
reign of, 101-2, 225-7, 237, 247; 
relation of, to Enlightenment, 
265-6 

Louis XVI, king of France, as dau¬ 
phin, 230; accession of, 266; as a 
benevolent despot, 266-7; calls 
notables, 268-9; calls estates gen¬ 
eral, 271; irresolution of, 278; rela¬ 
tions of, with estates general, 
280-4; upholds “privilege,’' 282; 
visits Paris, 287; incapacity of, 288, 
302, 307; becomes enemy of Revo¬ 
lution, 298; tries escape, 302-3; at 
bay, 307; dethroned, 308; trial and 
execution of, 311; sends circular 
letter, 317 

Louis XVII, titular king of France, 
323, m 

Louis XVIII, king of France, as 
Count of Provence, 339; temporary 
installation of, 371; warned by 
Great Britain, 386; rule of, 400-1 
Louisburg, 71 
Louisiana, 231,357 
Louis Philippe, king of the French, 
402-3, 465 
Louvain, 064 


Louvois, 83 
Loyola, Ignatius, 56 
Lucca, 465 

Lucien Bonaparte, see Bonaparte, 
Lucien 

Ludendorff, General von, in Great 
War, 671-3; relations of, with gov¬ 
ernment, 797-9, 805 
Lubeck, 575 
Lusitania, 656, 694 
Luther, Martin, 16-20, 23 
Lutheranism, 21-2, 106 
Luxemburg, 98-9, 496 
Lyell, Sir Charles, 510 
Lyons, 288, 324, 440 
Lyons, Treaty of, 72 

Macedonia, 623, 630, 707 

Machiavelli, N., 53, 62 

Mack, General, 353 

MacMahon, Marshal, 538-9 

Madagascar, 222, 594-5, 609 

Madras, 222 

Madrid, 363 

Magenta, Battle of, 474 

Magna Charta, 172 

Magyars, 403, 406-8, 476, 706, 711; 

see also Hungary 
Mahdi, 609 

Maintenon, Madame de, 89 
Majority Socialists, 800-4; see also 
Social Democratic Party (German) 
Majuba Hill, 613 
Malay Peninsula, 593 
Malta, 354-5, 384 
Mai thus, Thomas R., 427, 555 
Mamelukes, 231 
Manchester, 417 
Manchukuo, 843 
Manchuria, 599, 603-4, 839, 843 
Mandate system, 711-5 
Marat, J. P., 286-7, 329 
Marchand, Captain, 610 
Marches, 478 

March Revolution, 406, 467, 480 
Marconi, W., 514 
Marengo, Battle of, 352-3 
Maria Theresa, queen of Hungary, 
struggles of, with Prussia, 114—5; 
character and work of, 119*20; 
opposes war with Turkey, 164; and 
First . Partition of Poland, 165-6 
Marie Antoinette, queen of France, as 
dauphine, 230; character of, 247; 
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and Turgot, 268; unpopularity of, 
270; goes to Paris, 287; and Mira- 
beau, 301; and Lafayette, 307; 
death of, 329 
Marie de’ Medici, 74-5 
Maritime Manchuria, 596, 601 
Marlborough, Duke of, 100, 158 
Marne, First Battle of the, 662-3 
Marne, Second Battle of the, 672 
Marseillaise, 308, 319, 497 
Martin, Francois, 225 
Martinique, 221 
Marx, Karl, 443-7, 766, 777-8 
Mary I, queen of England, 21 
Mary II, queen of England, 186-7 
Mary, queen of Scotland, 175 
Mary Louise, 365 
Mauritius, 384 
Max of Baden, Prince, 777 
Maximilian of Austria, 489, 495 
Mazarin, Cardinal, position and char¬ 
acter of, 80-1, 254; struggle of, 
with Fronde, 80-1; work of, 81-2; 
duplicity of, 236 

Mazzini, Giuseppe, 466-7, 473, 477 
Mediterranean Sea, world of, 2; closed 
by Saracens, 25; as Russian objec¬ 
tive, 155, 158; Napoleon and, 357; 
piracy in, 390; naval armaments 
in, 637 

Mehemet Ali, 608-9 
Melancthon, Philip, 20 
Memel, 708-9 

Mensheviks, 767, n. 2, 774, 776-7, 
779 

Mercantilism, in France, foreshad¬ 
owed, 45, n., 84; in Prussia, 109; 
in Russia, 147; origins, character, 
and application of, 204-8, 219, 228, 
558; revolt against, 228; passing of, 
230-1; influence of, on Continental 
System, 360; later analogies to, 
594, 857 

Merchant Adventurers, 203 
Mesopotamia, 30, 606-7, 713; see also 
Iraq 

Methuen Treaty, 206 
Mettemich, Prince, relations of, with 
Napoleon, 365, 368; character of, 
388; idle of, in Concert of Europe, 
889-91; fall of, 407; characterizes 
Italy, 465; settles German ques¬ 
tion, 479-80 
Mots, 82,103, 498 


Mexican expedition, 458, 487, 494-5 
Mexico, 200, 489, 654, 656 
Michael, czar of Russia, 140, 143 
Michael, prince of Serbia, 464 
Middle Ages, relation of, to Modem 
Age, 1; the early, 4 
Middle class (or bourgeoisie), at vari¬ 
ance with Church, 11-2, 16; and 
Calvinism, 22, 33, 177; emergence 
of, 24-33; meaning of, 24; political 
importance of, 38-9, 43; social ad¬ 
vancement of, 211, 547-8; cultural 
limitations ol 212; in Old Regime, 
242-5; in France of Old Regime, 
24')-51; exalted by Locke, 255; and 
public opinion, 264, 276, 527; dom¬ 
inates third estate, 279; leads 
French Revolution, 289-90, 296; 
and populace, 286, 294, 304; as¬ 
cendancy of, 296; and nobles, 289- 
90; eclipse of, 313, 327, 331; dis¬ 
affection of, 324; effort to concili¬ 
ate, 325; recovers power after 
Terror, 339-41; as affected by 
French Revolution, 377, 379; gains 
politically in England, 394, 433; 
under July Monarchy, 403, 433; 
European importance of, 409; 
adopts principle of laissez-faire, 
423, 425; economic power of, 431-2, 
439; supports Cavour, 468; posi¬ 
tion of, in Germany, 480,486; social 
order under, 523-4; backs Third 
Republic, 537; Disraeli and, 547; 
in post-War Italy, 757-9; in Rus¬ 
sia, 761, 766; in post-War Germany, 
805, 809, 814, 820, 831 
Middle East, 606 
Milan, 30, 353, 466 
Milanese, 99-100, 118; see also Lom¬ 
bardy 

Militarism, allied to imperialism, 573; 
character and manifestations of, 
581-6; ascribed to Germany, 585, 
697; “run stark mad/’ 639; Wilson 
opposed to, 681; security against, 
697 

Miliukov, Paul, 769, 773 
Mill, John Stuart, 449, 528, 530, 747 
Milosh, prince cf Serbia, 399 
Minimum wage, 441, 740-1 
Ministerial responsibility, 189*90, 
538 

Mir, 142-3, 763, 770-1 
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Mirabeau, Viscount of, characterizes 
Prussia, 117; in defense of the Na¬ 
tional Assembly, 283-4; serves 
Orleans, 287; advises King, 288, 
302; character of, 291; warns 
against equality, 293; supports 
confiscation of Church lands, 295; 
attitude of, toward executive, 297, 
301; failure and death of, 301-2; 
influence of, for peace, 317 
Modena, 472, 474-5 
Modern Age, scope of, 1 
Modem state, at variance with 
Church, 16; emergence of, 33-63; 
as a despotism, 89; supreme over 
feudal state, 160 
Moldavia, 164, 399, 426, 476 
Molidre, 86 

Moltke, Helimuth von, 490-1, 497, 
579 

Moltke, the younger, 603-4, 671 
Money, in Middle Ages, 26-8; scar¬ 
city of, in Russia, 134; cheapening 
of, through inflation, 728-9, 775, 
805; in communist economy, 783-4, 
788 

Mongolia, 128, 599 
Monk, General, 182 
Monroe Doctrine, 392, n.l, 611, 717, 
719 

Montaigne, M. de, 12, 255 
Montcalm, General, 225 
Monte Carlo, 743 

Montenegro, 399, 464, 630, 651, 679 
Montesquieu, Baron de, 251, 256-7, 
260-1,297 

Montessori, Maria, 747 
Morea, 167 
Moreau, General, 352 
Moriscos, 57, 200 

Morocco, value of, 599; British in¬ 
terest in, 607; first crisis over, 
615-7; exploitation of, 627; second 
crisis over, 627-8; becomes French 
protectorate, 628 

Moscow, beginnings of, 129; suffers 
from Tatars, 129, 138; as a center, 
131, 134, 789; captured by Poles, 
139; as Charles XIFs objective, 
158; Napoleon in, 367; anti-Soviet 
chive against, 793 
Mourner, J. J., 291, 294 
Munich, 802 

M^ir wanulr , 792 


Muscovy, 129-35, 138 

Mussolini, Benito, 755-9, 842, 844 

Mutiny Act, 187 

Mutual Assistance, Draft Treaty of, 
839 

Nanking, Treaty of, 600, 602 

Nantes, Edict of, terms of, 69-70; 
modified, 76; revocation of, 89, 98, 
185 

Naples, 101, 391 

Napoleon I (Napoleon Bonaparte), 
emperor of the French, explains the 
Revolution, 251; birth and early 
life of, 337-8; saves Convention, 
340; marriage of, 341; relations of, 
with Directory, 342-4; becomes 
first consul, 344; becomes life 
consul, 345; becomes emperor, 345; 
as a politician, 346; relation of, to 
Revolution, 346-7, 351; character 
of, 347-9, 374; as a reformer and 
statesman, 349-51; military tri¬ 
umphs of, 1799-1807, 352; and the 
art of war, 352-4; as a diplomatist, 
354; as a conqueror, 355-6; as an 
imperialist, 357; at Tilsit, 358-9; 
commercial war of, with Great 
Britain, 360-1; involved in Spain, 
362-4; humbles Austria, 365; mar¬ 
ries again, 365; invades Russia, 
366-7; in War of Liberation, 368- 
70; first abdication of, 371; return 
of, 372; at Waterloo, 372; second 
abdication of, 373; exile of, 373; 
historical importance of, 373-4, 
379-80; industrial policy of, 426; 
effect of, on Italy, 465; approved 
by public opinion, 527 

Napoleon “II” (“king of Rome”), 
365, 373, n. 

Napoleon III, emperor of the French, 
rise of, to power, 404-6; economic 
policy of, 426, 429-30, *435, 458; 
Industrial Revolution under, 430; 
character and position of, 455-6, 
494; internal policy of, 457-8; ex¬ 
ternal policy of, 458-9, 470, 489, 
586; and Crimean War, 460; as 
arbiter of Europe, 461; and making 
of Roumania, 464; and Serbia, 464; 
loses Russia’s friendship, 464; saves 
Sardinia, 467; and Italian unity, 
477; and Schleswig-Holstein, 487; 
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at Biarritz, 489; angles for terri¬ 
tory, 492, 498; achievements and 
decline of, 493-5; fall of, 498 
Napoleonic Code, see Code NapoUon 
Napoleonic Legend, 373, 404 
Narva, 137-8,157 
National Assembly, 282-3 
National guard, 286, 304, 307, 

308, m 

National Insurance Act, 551 
Nationalism (or nationality), begin¬ 
nings of, 52-3; origin of Irish, 195; 
non-recognition of, 235; as a new 
force, 317, 319, 334; Napoleon and, 
351, 364; movement of, against 
Napoleon, 383—5, 369, 479; ixs pro¬ 
moted by French Revolution, 377, 
380, 385; disregard of, at Vienna, 
385; dangerous to Austria, 389; 
in the Balkans, 397-400, 402, n.; 
In Poland and Belgium, 402; in 
central Europe, 403, 407; Napo¬ 
leon III and, 459, 489; by plebi¬ 
scite, 478; upsets public law, 491; 
public opinion and, 526, 528; and 
birth control, 556; meaning of, 
557-8; history of, 558; objects of, 
559-61; economic, 559; in subjec¬ 
tion, 561-7; psychology of, 567-8; 
blatancy of, in Germany, 585, 844; 
as disturber of peace after Great 
War, 731; triumph of, in Great 
War, 732-7; new German, 820-1, 
844-5; present status of, 852, 857 
Nationalist minorities, problem of, 
710-1 

Nationalists (German Nationalist 
Party), 807, 815-7 
National Liberal Association, 534 
National Socialists (‘‘Nazis”), 806-8, 
811-17, 819, 821^, 842 
National Society, 473 
“Natural boundaries,'’ 319, 323, 334, 
356, 370, 381 
Nauru, 713 

Navigation Acts, as feature of mer¬ 
cantile system, 207-8, 218, 228; 
repeal of, 232, 394, 425 
“Nazis/' see National Socialists 
Near Bast, Napoleon’s activities in, 
835; revolution comes to, 397; crisis 
of the 'fifties in, 459; as area of ex¬ 
ploitation, 606,621; Russia supreme 
in, 682; see also Eastern Question 


Neoker, Jacques, financial policy of, 
268, 295; conducts preparations for 
estates general, 278-9; addresses 
estates general, 280-1; connection 
of, with July Riots, 284-5; retire¬ 
ment of, 295, n. 1 
Neerwinden, Battle of, 323 
Nelson, Admiral, 357 
“Nep,” 784-5, 795 
Netherlands, kingdom of the, 545; see 
also Holland 

Netherlands (or Low Countries), 
Sjmnish or Austrian, Reformation 
in, 22; in revolt against Spain, 58; 
ano Louis XIV, 97-8; acquired by 
Austria, 100, 118; status of, 121; in 
revolt agairst Austria, 122, 316; 
economic conditions in, 242; French 
occupation of, 319-20, 323, 334, 
359; benefit from French Revolu¬ 
tion, 379; depression in, 413-4 
Neuiily, Treaty of, 701, 710 
Newcastle, Duke of, 191 
Newfoundland, 221, 226, 591 
New France, 226 
New Guinea, 598, 713 
New Industrial Revolution, see Ra¬ 
tionalization 
New Orleans, 221 
Newton, Sir Isaac, 252-3 
New York, 734 

New Zealand, 586, 712-3, 747 
Nice, 82, 323, 472, 475 
Nicholas I, czar of Russia, leads Con¬ 
cert of Europe, 392, 408, 460; and 
Greek Revolution, 398; subdues 
Poles, 402; drawn into Crimean 
War, 459; domestic policy of, 761, 
763-4 

Nicholas II, czar of Russia, calls 
First Hague Conference, 583; and 
William II, 614; in Sarajevo Crisis, 
647-8; accession and character of, 
767-8; in crisis of 1905-6, 768-9; 
and Stolypin, 771; dominated by 
Czarina, 772-3 

Nicholas, Grandduke, 666, 773 
Niemen River, 358, 367 
Nigeria, 593 

Nightingale, Florence, 747 
Nihilism, 765-6 
Nile River, 610 
Nile, Battle of the, 357 
Nitti, Francesco S., 709 
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Nobility (nobles, aristocracy), posi¬ 
tion of, under feudalism, 35-6; de¬ 
clining power of, 38; commute serv¬ 
ices, 39-40; suppression of French, 
76; last revolt of French, 81; Mus¬ 
covite, 133-5, 141-3; Russian, un¬ 
der Peter the Great, 146, 148; al¬ 
liance of Russian crown with, 
150-2, 104-5; in England, 174-5, 
188-9, 211, 393, 529, 743; in Po¬ 
land, 159-60; in France of Old 
Regime, 211, 246-7, 276, 286, 289, 
401; general position of, under Old 
Regime, 241; insurgency of, in 
France, 268-70, 276; struggle of, to 
control estates general, 277-8; 
cahiers of, 280; Roumanian, 400, 
461, 463-4; after Great War, 743-4; 
Austrian, 744; Russian, 762-5; see 
also Junkers 

Nordlingen, Battle of, 79 
Normandy, 32 

North America, establishment of 
France in, 71; partition of, 221; 
struggle over, 226 
North, Lord, 191 
Northcliffe, Lord, 517 
Northcliffe press, 855 
Northern Ireland, 737 
Northern War, 157 
North German Confederation, 492-3 
North Sea, 360, 637 
Norway, 156, 384-5, 544 
Noske, Gustav, 802 
Notables, as an institution, 92; as 
factor contributive to French Rev¬ 
olution, 269; and status quo, 
278 

Nova Scotia, 221, 226 
Novgorod, 31, 126, 128, 130, 132 
Novi Bazar, 622, 624 
Nuremberg, 31 

Obi River, 168 

Obok, 610 

Ochakov, 167 

October Manifesto, 769 

October Riots, 287-8 

Oder River, 2, 108-9, 112, 114 

Oil industry, 513 

Old age pensions, 546, 551-3 

Qlmiitz, 482 

Open door, in central Africa, 597; 
in China, 602-3; in Madagascar, 


609; in Morocco, 617; in Persia, 
619; in mandated regions, 712 
Opium War, 600 
Orange, house of, 217 
Orange Free State, 500 
Organic Laws, 769 
Orlando, V. E., 673, 684-5, 693, 702, 
709 

Orleans, Philip, Duke of, regent of 
France, 100 

Orleans, Philip, Duke of (“Philippe 
Egalite”), 286, 329 
Osborne, Pact of, 462-3 
Otranto, 360 
Otto I, emperor, 49 
Ottoman Empire, extent of, at height, 
160; hollowness of, 397-8; as stake 
in world politics, 606-7, 614, 632; 
in Fourteen Points, 679; disruption 
of, 705; see also Turkey 
Ottoman Public Debt Administrar 
tion, 606 

Ouchy, Peace of, 628 
Owen, Robert, 437 

Palatinate, 99 
Pale, 195 
Palestine, 713 

Palmerston, Lord, general policy of, 
392, 395-6; and Crimean War, 
459-61; and Rouman question, 
462; and Italian question, 474 
Panama Canal, 514 
Panserbism, 636 
Panslavism, 638 

Papacy, in politics, 15, 49; political 
position of, 50-1, 53; position of in 
Catholic Reaction, 55-6 
Papal Guarantees, Act of, 543 
Papal States, 361, 469, 472, 477 
Papen, Franz von, 816-7 
Paris, as scene of Fronde, 81; full of 
beggars, 279; revolution in, 283-6; 
sets example to France,* 288; be¬ 
comes permanent seat of govern¬ 
ment, 299; in frenzy, 308, 321; life 
in, under Terror, 327; movement 
of, against Convention, 340; beauti¬ 
fied by Napoleon, 346; Allies enter, 
371; in revolution (1830), 401, 430; 
strikes in, 440; in revolution (1848), 
442; exposition in, 495; waif spirit 
in, 497; siege of, 498, 536; pro¬ 
claims Third Republic, 498; “Com- 
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mune” of, 536; menaced in Great 
War, 663, 671; as seat of Congress 
of 1919, 681-3 

Paris (1856), Congress of, 460-2, 471 
Paris (1919), Congress of, prepara¬ 
tions for, 680; background of, 
681-2; compared with Congress of 
Vienna, 682; opening of, 683; per¬ 
sonnel and work of, 683-99, 708, 
710-1, 716-7, 740; prime fault of, 
715; test of work of, 715, 842 
Paris, Peace of, 228, 230 
Paris (1814), First Treaty of, 380-1 
Paris (1815), Second Treaty of, 381 
Paris (1856), Treaty of, terms of, 
460-1; stultified, 462; denounced 
by Russia, 497 

Parlement of Paris, annuls will of 
Louis XIII, 80; legislative r61e of, 
91; judicial rftle of, 95; in impend¬ 
ence of, 95-6; attitude of, toward 
reform, 247; in revolt against 
Louis XVI, 270-1; upholds “ priv¬ 
ilege,° 278 

Parliamentary Act of 1911, 532 
Parliamentary reform, question of, 
raised in eighteenth century, 193; 
in nineteenth century, 530-1 
Parliament, compared to estates gen¬ 
eral, 39, 92, 290; evolution of, 
172-3; under Tudors, 175; struggle 
of, with English crown, 179-80; 
status of, under Charles II, 183-4; 
unreformed, 184, 190-1; supremacy 
of, established, 188 
Parma, 472, 474-5 
Parma, Alexander of, 58 
Pasteur, Louis, 511 
Patriarchate, 143, 147 
‘‘Patriots,” 163 

Paul 1, czar of Russia, 153, 354-5 
Paul III, pope, 55-6 
Paul IV, pope, 55 

Peasantry, in process of emancipation, 
7; under feudalism, 34-5; uprisings 
of, 58, 152, 526; in Muscovy, 
135, 141-2; in Petrine Russia, 
146-7; in post-Petrine Russia, 
152; under Old Regime, 122, 159, 
212, 242, 248-9; want among 
French, 279, 283; under French 
Revolution, 288-9, 324-5, 329; 
liberation of, in Prussia, 364; 
position of, in France after French 


Revolution, 379; in Danubian 
Principalities, 461; flock to towns, 
522; under German Empire, 546-7; 
in France, 553; in pre-Fascist 
Italy, 554; after Great War, 737-8, 
741, 754, 759; in Russia, 762-4, 
766, 768, 770-1, 775, 780, 784, 
787-8, 791, 794; in post-War Ger¬ 
many, 807, 809, 820, 831; see also 
Kulaks; La Vendee 
Peel, Sir Robert, 394, 424-5 
Peel, the elder* 428 
Peking (Peiping), 603, 843 
Peninsular War, 364, 369 
People’s Party, 757-8 
Pepys, Samuel, 183 
Pershirg, General, 673 
Pema, trade of, with Russia, 138; 
wars with, 168; value of, 599; as 
stake, 606; partition of r 618-9; 
emancipation of, 734 
Persian Gulf, 606-7, 614, 621, 625 
Peru, 200 

Peter the Great, czar of Russia, 
accession and character of, 144-6, 
236, 254; jxdicy and work of, 145-8; 
wars of, 146, 157-8; statesman¬ 
ship of, 149-50; death of, 151; and 
Polish question, 162; in Far East, 
168 

Peter III, czar of Russia, 116, 153 
Peter I, king of Serbia, 634 
Peterloo Massacre, 436 
Petition of Right, 179 
Petrarch, 9 

Petrograd, 793; see also St. Peters¬ 
burg 

Philip IV (the Fair), king of France, 
39, 51 

Philip VI, king of France, 37 
Philip II, king of Spain, power of, 
42; and Religious Wars, 57-8; 
character and rdle of, 57-8; eco¬ 
nomic policy of, 200; annexes 
Portugal, 201 

Philip V (Philip of Anjou), king of 
Spain, 99-101 
Philippines, 200 
Physiocrats, see Economists 
Piave, Battle *of the, 669 
Piccard, Auguste, 514 
Picardy, Battle of, 671 
“Pig War,” 634 

Pilinitz, Declaration of, 304, 316 
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Pinerolo, 79 

Pitt, William (Earl of Chatham), 
225-6 

Pitt, William, intervention of, in 
Near East, J67; attitude of, toward 
reform, 193-4, 392, n. 2; Irish 
policy of, 196, 424; economic policy 
of, 424 

Pius IX, pope, 466 
Plombi&res, Pact of, 472 
Plymouth Company, 204 
Poincare, Raymond, character and 
position of, 637-8; in Sarajevo 
Crisis, 645; opens Congress of 
Paris, 683; and invasion of Ruhr, 
829 

Poland, religious question in, 22, 
56; relations of, with Sweden, 
78, 111, 157; subdues Teutonic 
Knights, 105; loses suzerainty over 
West Prussia, 111; bars Russia 
from Baltic, 138; position and 
government of, 159-60; civil war 
in, 163; First Partition of, 165; 
reform movement in, 167, 321; Sec- 
ond Partition of, 322; Third Parti¬ 
tion of, 334; revived kingdom of, 
383, 385; annexed to Russia, 402; 
free trade of, with Russia, 426; in 
Fourteen Points, 679; at Congress 
of Paris, 683; gains from Great War, 
696, 698-9, 707-8; resurrection and 
importance of, 705-6; gets Vilna, 
709; and nationalist minorities 
question, 710-1; effect of-Great 
War on, 726, 730; war of, with 
Russia, 793-5; alliances of, 838; in 
Locarno Pacts, 841; pact of, with 
Germany, 841 

Poles, take Moscow, 139; in revolu¬ 
tion, 402, 487; Napoleon III and, 
464; under foreign yoke, 561-2; 
liberated, 698, 796 
Polish Corridor, 708, 837, 844 
Polish Succession, War of, 101 
PeHtiques, 57, 70 
Polo, Marco, 30 
Poltava, Battle of, 158 
Pomerania, 112, 156, 237, 384; see 
also Farther Pomerania 
Pompadour, Madame de, 101, 115, 
265, 74$ 

Pondicherry, 222, 226 
Pontiac?* Rebellion, 229 


Poor Laws, 422, 427, 429, 436 
Port Arthur, 601-2 
Porte, meaning of the, 399, n.; see also 
Turkey 

Portsmouth, Peace of, 604 
Portugal, as a colonial power, 199- 
202; Methuen Treaty with, 206; 
in the East, 222; reform in, 266; 
relations of, with Continental Sys¬ 
tem, 359, 361; humbled by Napo¬ 
leon, 361-2; misgovernment and 
revolution in, 545; in Great Wax, 653 
Posen, 561-2 

Potsdam Convention, 626, 638, n. 
Poynings Law, 195 
Pragmatic Sanction, 114 
Prague, Treaty of, 491 
Prairial, Law of the 22nd, 332 
Preliminary Renaissance, 7-9 
Presbyterians (or Presbyterianism), 
176, 181-2 

Pressburg, Treaty of, 352 
Prester John, 202 
Prinkipo, Isle of, 793 
Pripet Marshes, 2, n., 3 
“Privilege,” 246, 256, 267-9, 278, 
280, 282, 294, 378 
Proletariat (or workers), meaning of, 
24; in sixteenth century, 32, 212; 
as a factor in French Revolution, 
299-300; depression of, 421, 424, 
427, 429, 439-40, 555; awakening 
of, 432-42, 527; Marx as leader of, 
444-5; idea of dictatorship of, 447, 
778, 781, 784, 791, 796, 802; under 
Napoleon III, 495; as affected by 
rationalization, 522-3; as a factor 
in public opinion, 527; political 
progress of, 530-1, 740; in the 
“Commune,” 537; social progress 
of, 545-55, 741-2; position of, 
during Great War, 738, 777; posi¬ 
tion of, after Great War, 738-43; 
in Italy under Fascism* 758-9; 
emergence of, in Russia, 766; under 
Stolypin, 770; position of, in 
Communist Russia, 778-91; Len¬ 
in's treatment of, 780, 784; in 
post-War Germany, 806-7, 809, 
814, 819-20, 832; position erf, in 
England, 835 
Protestantism, 21-2 
Protestant Revolt, 13,17, 56; see also 
Reformation 
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Protestants, 22, 55, 587 
Protopopov, A. D., 773-4 
Provincial estates, original status of, 
39; undermined by Bourbon mon¬ 
archy, 92; exalted by writers, 256; 
revived in Dauphiny, 271 
Provisional Government (Russian), 
774-8 

Prussia, rise and aggrandizement of, 
104-18, 237; duchy of, 106; be¬ 
comes a kingdom, 111; in First 
Partition of Poland, 162, 165; 
in Triple Alliance of 1788-91, 167; 
in mercantile system, 207: under 
Old Regime, 237-8, 241, 243; in 
First Coalition, 320, 322, 332; in 
last partitions of Poland, 321-2, 
334; deserts First Coalition, 334; 
humbled by Napoleon, 354-5; and 
Continental System, 355, 358, 360; 
under Peace of Tilsit, 358; awaken¬ 
ing of, 364, 368; in Last Coalition, 
368; vengeful spirit of, 381; at 
Congress of Vienna, 381-4, 386; in 
Concert of Europe, 386, 389-91; 
in Cracow episode, 403; contribu¬ 
tion of, to industrial progress, 431; 
in Rouman question, 462; threatens 
France, 474; represses liberalism, 
480; question of hegemony of, 
482-3; government of, 482; Indus¬ 
trial Revolution in, 483; vanquishes 
Denmark, 488; allies with Italy, 
489; vanquishes Austria, 490-2; 
heads North German Confedera¬ 
tion, 492; vanquishes France, 497- 
8; as dominating factor in German 
Empire, 498, 574-5; and peasant 
proprietorship, 547; policy of, 
toward Poles, 561-2; in Nazi strug¬ 
gle for power, 815-6 
Prussians (ancient), 105 
Public opinion, evolution of, in pre- 
Revolutionary France, 264-5; on 
eve of French Revolution, 279; 
in French Revolution, 286, 297, 
627; state of, in France in 1799, 
343, 347; Napoleon and, 350, 374; 
shackled in Germany, 389, 480; 
in England, 393, 526-7, 535; and 
social reform, 434, 449, 548; 
French, on eve of War of 1870,497; 
in Italy, 644; in Imperial Germany, 
575-6# effect of militarism on, 584; 


attitude of, toward imperialism, 
590; in Egyptian question, 609-10; 
in question of South Africa, 614; 
in First Moroccan Crisis, 617-8; 
English, opposed to Bagdad Rail¬ 
road, 626; English, in War crisis 
(1914), 649; Italian, favors war, 
651; in Great War, 653, 664-5; and 
Spanish-American War, 653; in¬ 
stability of, 660, 850; as affected 
by war propaganda, 665; reaction 
of, upon Peace, 681, 689-00, 732; 
in Fascist Italy, 757,759; as weapon 
of Russian liberals, 765; repressed 
in Russia, 779; under Nazi regime, 
817,819; in German economic crisis, 
832; nature of, 525, 855 
Puritans (or Puritanism), 176-7,182, 
184,188 

Pym, John, 189 
Pyrenees, 77, 82 
Pyrenees, Peace of the, 82 

Quadruple Alliance, 386-7 
Quebec, 71 

Rabelais, 12 
Racine, Jean, 86 
Radetzky, Marshal, 407 
Ragusa, 399 
Raphael, 10 

Rasputin, Gregory, 772-4 
Rathenau, Walther, 811, n. 
Rationalism, origins and meaning of, 
254; character of, 259-60; see also 
Enlightenment 

Rationalization, causes of, 515-6; 
meaning and aspects of, 516-20; 
results of, 520-5; in post-War Ger¬ 
many, 806, 831; in post-War Eng¬ 
land, 834-5 
Red Army, 780, 794 
Red Cross, 747 

Reformation (or Religious Revolu¬ 
tion), origins of, 13-6; scope of, 
20-3; fruits of, 23-4; influence of, 
on modem state, 46, 54; saved, 
61; in England, 175; reaction 
against , 255 

Regent, see Orleans, Philip, Duke of 
Reinsurance Treaties, 580 
Religious Revolution, m Reforma¬ 
tion 

Religious Wars in France, 67 





INDEX 


Rembrandt, 217 

Renaissance, meaning and origins of, 
9-10; fruits of, 10-3; effect of, on 
papacy, 15; influence of, on mod¬ 
ern state, 45-6, 53-4; significance 
of, 252, 254, 415; woman and, 745 
Reparations, broached at Congress of 
Paris, 689-90; m Treaty of Ver¬ 
sailles, 696, 698; as cause of German 
discontent, 808; end of, 808-9, 833; 
controversy over, 826-9, 831-3 
Republican Bloc, 540 
Restoration (English), 182-3, 526 
Revolution of 1688, importance of, 
99, 188, 224; circumstances of, 
186; exalted by Locke, 255; ap¬ 
proved by public opinion, 526 
Revolution of 1830, influence of, on 
England, 395; causes and circum¬ 
stances of, 401-2, 439 
Revolution of 1848, influence of, 
on England, 395; circumstances of, 
405-6, 440 

Rhine, as French objective, 77, 82, 
97-8, 319, 334; Austria on, 77; 
Prussia on, 104, 383; internation¬ 
alization of, 385; in policy of 
Napoleon III, 488, 492-3, 496; 
economic importance of, 576; ques¬ 
tion of, after Great War, 687; in 
“ secret treaty,” 691; demilitariza¬ 
tion of, 697, 840, n. 

Rhodes, Cecil, 612-4, 628 
Ricardo, David, 427 
Ricasoli, Baron Bettino, 474, 542 
Richelieu, Cardinal, accession of, 75; 
character of, 75-6, 236, 254; work 
of, 76-9, 92,96, 222 
Riga, Peace of, 795 ‘ 

Risorgimento, 465; see also Italy 
Robespierre, Maximilien, in Con¬ 
stituent Assembly, 291, 304; op¬ 
posed to war, 306; attitude of, 
toward King’s trial, 309; as leader 
of Jacobins, 310, 326; dominates 
committee of public safety, 326; 
character of, 330-1; policy of, 
330-2; fall of, 333 
Roland de la Plati&re, J. M., 306 
Roland, Matton, 251, 305, 329 
Romagna, 467, 474-5 
* Romanticism, 377 
Rome, papacy restored to, 15; in¬ 
quisition at, fi6; French garrison in, 


467, 477; voted capital of Italy, 
478; acquired by Italy, 478, 498; 
papal power in, 543 
Rome, Treaty of, 709 
Roon, Albrecht von, 485, 497 
Roosevelt, Theodore, 653 
Root, Elihu, 720 
Rouen, 288 

Roumania, making of, 463-4; as 
independent state, 464; alienated 
from Russia, 621; enters Triple 
Alliance, 622-3; convention of, 
with Austria, 624, n.; in Second 
Balkan War, 631; in Great War, 
652, 667; in Fourteen Points, 679; 
}x>8ition of, at Congress of Paris, 
683, 691; war of, With Hungary, 
700; completes unity, 705, 734; 
gains part of Temesvar, 706; in 
nationalist minorities question, 
710-1; losses of, in Great War, 726; 
agrarian revolution in, 738, 741, 
743; value of, to Germany, 799; 
in proposed Danubian union, 833; 
in Little Entente, 838 
Roumans, 399-400, 461 
Rousseau, Jean Jacques, 160, 217, 
261-4, 293, 337 
Roussillon, 77, 82 
Royden, Maud, 747 
Ruanda-Urundi, 713 
Rubber industry, 513 
Ruhr, occupation of, 805, 829; threat 
of occupying, 828; evacuation of, 
829 

Russia, relation of, to Europe, 3; 
war of, with Gustavus Adolphus, 
78; in Seven Years’ War, 115, 158; 
general aspect of, 124, 238, 241; 
rise of, 124-55; historic objectives 
of, 137-8, 155, 237, 321-2; ag¬ 
grandizement of, 155-68, 321-3, 
334; in Second Coalition, 343; in 
Third Coalition, 352; involved in 
Near East, 355; alliance of, with 
Napoleon, 358, 364; repulses Na¬ 
poleon, 366-7; in Last Coalition, 
368; at Congress of Vienna, 381-4; 
espouses doctrine of intervention, 
390-1; opposed by Palmerston, 
396; intervention of, in Greek 
Revolution, 398; protectorate of, 
over Principalities and Serbia, 
399-400; in Cracow episode, 403; 
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free trade of, with Poland, 426; 
in Crimean War, 459-60; loses 
protectorate, 461; and Rouman 
question, 462, 464; and German 
question, 487; renounces Treaty of 
Paris, 497; policy of, toward sub¬ 
ject nationalities, 561, 566-7; saves 
France from German attack, 579; 
allies with France, 580; military 
power of, 581, 638, 660, 772; at¬ 
titude of, toward peace movement, 
583-4; as a world power, 595-6; 
in Far East, 596, 601, 603-5; in 
Persia, 606, 618-20; varied for¬ 
tunes of, in Near East, 607^ 621, 
623-4; courted by Groat Britain, 
614; in Bosnian Crisis, 624-5, 635; 
attitude of, toward Bagdad Rail¬ 
road, 626-7; design of, on Straits, 
629; chaotic foreign policv of, 629; 
in Balkan crises of 1912-3, 629-32, 
635; in Sarajevo Crisis, 646-8; in 
Great War, 665-6, 668, 771-2, 
778; in Fourteen Points, 678; 
question of, on eve of Congress of 
Paris, 682; destined for Constanti¬ 
nople, 691, 701; in projected parti¬ 
tion of Asiatic Turkey, 701; famine 
in, 725; emigres of, 743, 780; 
general condition of, under Old 
Regime, 760-4; revolutionary un¬ 
rest in, 765-74; revolution in, 774- 
5; collapse of, 775-8; under Com¬ 
munist Regime, 778-96; needs 
recognition, 795; co-operative pol¬ 
icy of, 795, 840, 843-4; disintegra¬ 
tion of, 796; as an object lesson, 796, 
851 

Russian Revolution, causes and pre¬ 
liminaries of, 760-74; course and 
results of, 774-95; influence of, 796 
Russo-Japanese War, 604 
Russo-Polish War, 793-4 
Ruthenians, 403 
Ryswick, Treaty of, 99, 226 

Saar Basin, 687-8, 706, 844 
Sadowa, see Koniggratz 
Sahara Desert, 2 
St Cloud, 303, 344 
St* Germain, 699 
St* Helena, 373 

St. Peter and St. Paul, Fortress of, 774 
St, Petersburg, 148 


St. Simon, Count of, 438 
Salisbury, Lord, as a politician, 530; 
in Irish question, 564; and Tunis, 
597,607; and Eastern Question, 614 
Salisbury ministry, 610, 618 
Saloniki, as port, 361; as Austrian 
objective, 622; Allied army at, 653, 
667,672 
Saluzzo, 71-2 
Salzburg, 384 
Samoa, 713 

Sanders, Liman von, 632 
San Dominro, 221, 357 
San Stefano, Treaty of, 621 
Sa6ne River, 71 
Saracens, 25, 30 
Sarajevo, 644 

Sardinia, established as kingdom, 
101; peasants in, 242; in First 
Coalition, 320; and Vienna Settle¬ 
ment, 384, 386; revolution in, 391; 
heads Italian revolt, 407-8; in 
Crimean War, 460, 470-1; and 
Rouman question, 462; hegemony 
of, 468-9, 473; as a European* 
power, 472; aggrandizement of, 
475; treaty of, with Principalities, 
476; merged in Italy, 478 
Savoy (duchy of), yields to France, 
70-2; as neighbor of France, 71; 
cedes Pinerolo, 79; raised to status 
of kingdom, 101 

Savoy (province of), Mazarin’s de¬ 
signs on, 82; liberated by France, 
323; demanded by Napoleon III, 
472; annexed to France, 475 
Saxony, 18, 115, 356, 358, 383-4, 490 
Saxony, Frederick the Wise, elector 
of, i9-20 

Sazonov, & D., 773 
Scapa Flow, 673, 695 
Scania, 156-7 
Scheidemann, Philip, 803 
Schleicher, General von, 811, 816, 
822, n. 

Schleswig, 486-91, 707 
Scientific Revolution, 508-15 
Scotland, reformation in, 22, 176; 
nationalism in, 52; war with, 173; 
coerces * England, 180; pacified, 
188; union of, with England, 194-5 
Sebastopol, 166, 460, 471 
Second Empire, establishment of, 
406; historic r61e of, 454, 456, 459; 
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organization of, 457; speculation 
under, 458; at height, 461; copied 
by Couza, 464; decline of, 494-6; 
collapse of, 498; failure of, 536 
Second Foreign War, 600 
Second Reform Bill, 436, 529-30 
Second Republic, 405-6 
“Secret Treaties,” 691-2 
Secularization, 22, 59, n., 60, 106 
Sedan, Battle of, 498 
Seeley, Sir John, 589 
Seine River, 71 
Sepoys, 227, 592 
September Massacres, 309, 321 
Serbia, rise of, 399; status of, after 
Crimean War, 460-1; liberation of, 
464; economic dependence of, on 
Central Powers, 622, 634; war of, 
with Bulgaria, 623; switches to 
Russia, 624; in Bosnian Crisis, 
624-5, 634; in Balkan Wars, 630-1; 
as storm center, 632; feud of, 
with Austria, 634-6; in Sarajevo 
Crisis, 644-7; in Great War, 652, 
667, 726; in Fourteen Points, 679; 
see also Jugoslavia 
Serbs, 398-9, 557 
Servetus, Michael, 10, 22 
Settlement, Act of, 187-8, 190 
Seven Weeks’ War, 478, 490-2 
Seven Years’ War, France in, 101,226; 
as between Austria and Prussia, 
115-6; Russia withdraws from, 158; 
extra-European phase of, 226 
Sevres, Treaty of, 703-4 
Shaftsbury, Earl of, 184 
Shantung, 602, 693 
Shimonoseki, Treaty of, 601, 605 
Siam, 599, 609, 653 
Siberia, 156, 168, 595, 761 
Sicily, goes to Bourbons, 101; coveted 
by Napoleon, 357; revolution in 
466; intervention of Garibaldi in, 
476-7 

Siey&s, Abbd, 343 
Sigismimd, emperor, 104 
Silesia, 114-6, 237 
Singapore, 593 
Sinn Fein, 565, 736 
Sino-Japanese War, 001, 604 
Slavophils, 761, 765 
Slavs, 124-5 
Slovaks, 633, 072, 706 
Smith, Adam, 258,423-4 


Smuts, General, 711-2, 716 
Smyrna, 702-4, 706 
Social control, 11; see also Social state 
Social Democratic Party (German), 
576, 798, 800, 805, 810-1, 815-6, 
818; see also Majority Socialists 
Social Democratic Party (Russian), 
767 

Socialism, rise of, 437-9, 441-2; Marx 
formulates, 444-5; becomes inter¬ 
national, 446; in England, 547; 
since Great War, 742-3, 804; takes 
root in Russia, 766; possibilities of, 
851 

Social Revolutionary Party, 767, 779 
Social state, Blanc and, 442; rise of, 
448 -50, 848; question of enlarging 
scope of, 521; as a paternalism, 
555; economic burden of, 555-6, 
848 

Solferino, Battle of, 474 
Solyman the Magnificent, sultan of 
Turkey, 160 
Somme, Battle of the, 668 
Sophia, Electress, 188 
Sophia, Grandduchess, 134 
Sophia (Paleologus), 131 
Sound, 156 

Sovereignty, in Middle Ages, 36; as 
appertaining to the crown, 41; as 
applied to modern state, 61; in 
Poland, 160; question of, in Eng¬ 
land, 180; won by parliament, 186; 
Rousseau’s idea of, 262; according 
to Declaration of the Rights of 
Man, 293; as balking world peace, 
719; in Communist Russia, 782 
Soviet (of Petrograd), 774, 778 
Soviet government, break of, with 
the Allies, 792; triumph of, 793-4; 
see also Russia 

Spain, Arabs in, 3, 7; as a modem 
state, 38, 42; as a national state, 
52-3; as home of Catholic Reac¬ 
tion, 55-7; relations of, with Eng¬ 
land, 57-8, 177, 195, 201, 205, n. 2; 
relations of, with Bourbon France, 
69, 77-9, 81-2, 99-101, 230, 236; 
in first era of world politics, 199-; 
202; in Seven Years’ War, 226, 
230; acquires Louisiana, 231; in 
War of American Independence, 
231; under Old Regime, 238, 266; 
relations of, with Revolutionary 
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France, 317, 320, 334; loses Lou¬ 
isiana, 357; relations of, with 
Napoleon, 3S7, 362-4; misgovern- 
raent and revolt in, 391, 545; in 
Moroccan Question, 616-7, 628; 
fall of monarchy in, 731; resorts to 
dictatorship, 732 

Spanish Succession, War of the, 99- 
101, 111, 158 

Spartacides, 801; see also Communists 
(German) 

Spheres of influence, 598 
Spheres of interest, meaning of, 598; 
in China, 602; in Manchuria, 604; 
in Ottoman Empire, 607, 701; in 
Persia, 618 
Spree, 109 
Stadion, Count, 365 
Stalin, Joseph, position of, 781; 
character of, 785-6; qu« rrel of, 
with Trotsky, 786; policy of, 787, 
795 

Stamp Act, 230 

Stanislas (Poniatowski), king of Po¬ 
land, 162-3, 322 
Stanley, Henry M., 587, 596-7 
Steel Helmets, 811, 818 
Stein, Baron vom, 364-5 
Stolypin, Peter A., 769-71 
Straits, opened to Russia, 166; Rus¬ 
sian designs on, 623-4, 629, 638; 
closing of, 632, 666; effort to force, 
666-7; neutralized, 703-4 
Straits, Convention of the, 704 
Strasburg, 98, 662 
Stresemann, Gustav, 840-1, 845 
Streltsi, 138, 148 
Studentschaft , 751 
Stffrmer, Boris V., 773 
Stuttgart, Pact of, 461 
Styria, 118 

Sudan, Egyptian, 609-10 
Sudan, French, 595, 610 
Suez Canal, digging of, 458, 608; 
opened, 514; internationalized, 609; 
safeguarded, 735, n. 2 
Sully, Duke of, 70, 74, 95, 239 
Surat, 222 

Suspects, Law of, 328 
Suzdal, 127-9, 132 

Sweden, relations of, with Poland, 
78; in Triple Alliance of 1668, 98; 
relations of, with Prussia, 106, 
108, 110-1, 115; allies with Lith¬ 


uania, 133; relations of, with Ivan 
IV, 137-8; relations of, with 
Michael, 140; rise and position of, 
145, 156-7, 236; struggle of, with 
Peter, 145, 157-8; war of, with 
Catherine, 167; relations of, with 
Dutch, 216; fourth estate in, 241; 
and Continental System, 359, 361; 
in Last Coalition, 368; and Vienna 
Settlement, 383-5; relations of, 
with Norway, 384-5, 426, 544; 
and League of Nations, 718 
Swedish Match Trust, 518 
Switzerland, reformation in, 20-2; 
jeaty of Henry IV with, 72; 
neutralization of, 386; democracy 
m, 545 

Svvord Bearers (or Livonian Knights), 
105, 137-8, 156 

Syndicalism, germ of, 439; charac¬ 
ter of, 442, 552; influence of, 
781 

Syria, Napoleon Ill's intervention in, 
458; as a French sphere, 704; 
French mandate over, 713-4 

Taft, Wm. H., 720 
Talleyrand, Prince, in Constituent 
Assembly, 291, 295; on Napoleon’s 
changed position, 370; at Congress 
of Vienna, 381-3; part of, in restor¬ 
ing Bourbons, 382, 400; for Belgian 
neutrality, 402 
Tanganyika, 713 
Tangier, 617 

Tannenberg, First Battle of, 105 

Tannenberg, Second Battle of, 665 

Tariff reform, 550, 560, 834 

Tatars, 128, 131-2 

Taylor, F. W., 518-9 

Tchaikowsky, P. I., 762 

Teheran, 619 

Temesvar, 706 

Terror, 319, 326-34, 340 

Teschen, 707 

Teutonic Order, 105 

Theiss River, 206 

Theodore II, czar of Russia, 143 

Thermidor, Coup d’£tat of, 333 
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Tilsit, Treaties of, 358-9 
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England, 434, 740; in France, 435, 
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630; in Sarajevo Crisis, 645-7 
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with Egypt, 607; courted by Ger¬ 
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Louis XIV, 97; lose Hungary, 118; 
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sured, 714 
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as a world power, 653, 711, 842; 
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Great War, 657, 668; at Congress 
of Paris, 682-3; in proposed pact 
of defense, 688; and question of 
Turkish mandate, 701-2; aliandons 
Europe, 703, 720-2; effect of Great 
War on, 733-4; Russian policy of, 
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tion of, to security, 842; fa^ to 
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845-6 
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kish advances on, 160-1; industrial 
conditions in 406; revolt in, 407; 
threatened by Prussians, 491; effect 
of Great War on, 700, 744-5 
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381-3; Metternich at, 389; Na¬ 
poleon III on, 459; as compared 
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Vienna), terms and character of, 
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184-5, 189; ascendancy of, 190; and 
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Near East, 625; in Agadir Crisis, 
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